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ABSTRACT
In the early 1960s, Turkey participated in the migration 
movement to Western European countries which urgently needed manpower 
for their rapidly developing industry. Most Turkish migrant workers, 
about 80fo of the total number, went to The Federal Republic of 
Germany as temporary recruited labour under the name of Guest 
Workers (Gastarbeiten). They were mostly young,male, skilled or 
semi-skilled manual workers, coming predominantly from the developed 
part of Turkey. They thus had industrial experience or at least 
experience of living in a city. The migration flow may not be 
characterised as spontaneous, because it has been encouraged by 
the Turkish Government and organised by Turkish State Organisations 
in the receiving countries. In other words, State agreements and 
encouragement of labour exportation have played a very important 
role. Turkey signed its first bilateral agreement with the Federal 
Republic of Germany on October 30th, 1961. This agreement was followed 
by a series of treaties with Austria (1964), France (1966), Sweden 
(1967), Australia (1967) and so on.
It is a reasonable estimate that between October 1961 and June 
1979, approximately 1,750,000 (including workers1 families) Turks 
experienced Western European social living (culture) in a working 
environment. Of these, perhaps more than two hundred thousand have 
returned to Turkey permanently after a period of residence abroad.
Half of these returned migrant workers stayed abroad for a short 
period of time, about a year. Abadan claims that k 2 fo of returnees
remained in immigrant countries for less than a year. However, 
the empirical problem which confronts the social scientist 
studying Turkey is that the official statistics allow for only 
a very rough estimate of total numbers of returnees, their period 
of residence abroad, and give virtually no indication of their 
whereabouts in the country.
This study took as its starting point the incompatability of the 
’’dependence11 (centre-periphery relations) theory and the modernisation 
and development theory approach to labour migration. It is argued 
that analysis of empirical data supports the former.
Data collected was intended to show the effect of the experience 
of working and living in western industrial societies on Turkish migrant 
workers who had been abroad for at'least three years, returned home 
permanently and settled in the city of Kayseri, Turkey. In the 
broadest sense, the objectives of the study were two fold; in the 
first instance, it sought to define the demographic characteristics 
and motivations of the migrants and to investigate the socio-economic 
and socio-cultural effects that migration had upon them; in the 
second instance, it attempted to discover what socio-economic and 
cultural effects the migration experience had upon the lives of 
migrants when they returned to the city of Kayseri. In particular 
the effects of the migration experience on returnees’ employment, housing 
(investment), family and education of their children were examined.
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
MIGRANT MOVEMENTS IN POST-WAR EUROPE
Since 1945? millions of people have emigrated from the under­
developed parts of Southern Europe, Africa, Asia and the Americas 
to Western Europe and North America. In search of employment and 
better living standards, some Western European migrants have also 
left Europe and others have moved within Europe itself. Since 
World War II, one can detect two stages in European migration.
The first which took place between 1946 and 1957 comprised mostly 
emigration to North America; overall 6 .6 million persons migrated, 
but about two million of these went to Latin America (Brazil and 
Argentina) and about one million, mostly from the United Kingdom, 
went to Australia.Although during this period, there was some 
intra-continental migration, it was of secondary importance. The 
second stage started in the late 1950s when an intra-continental 
migration movement commenced which then accelerated during the 
1960s. It took place mostly from the less industrialised parts of 
Europe but some migrants came from ex-colonial countries. In both 
cases wages were much lower and jobs much scarcer in the country of
origin. 13.5 million of these migrants went to the North Western
(2)European countries. Berger and Mohr (1974)
^^W.F.T.U. Migrant Workers and their Problems .Prague,1976. p.5.
^^Ray C. Rist, Guest Workers in Germany Praeger Pub. 1978, p.7. 
"..with the creation of the European Economic Community (E.E.C.) 
through the Treaty of Rome in 1957 came a series of policies seeking 
to enhance and encourage European unification. One aspect of this 
policy orientation was the development of explicit legal and 
institutional arrangements designed to encourage intra-European 
movement of labour. North Western Europe quickly became a magnet 
for immigrants from the less developed regions of the E.E.C., most 
notably Southern Europe".
2estimated that in North Western Europe including Britain, there 
were approximately eleven million bfficial immigrants (in 197 )^ 
hut they pointed out that the exact number was impossible to 
estimate because a probable two million were living and working 
illegally without proper papers.
In fact, during the last two and a half decades, fairly
substantial inflows of manpower have become an increasingly
important feature of most European economies. The migration
streams to Western Europe have comprised: i) seasonal,
ii) permanent, and iii) temporary workers. They may be
categorised according to their intentions or to their legal
status in the host countries. Seasonal migrants have, for
instance, included some Italian workers going to Switzerland
and some Spanish workers going to France who often work in
construction or tourism. Permanent migrants are either "political”
emigrants or expatriates returning home from ex-colonies, but
also there are some immigrants from newly independent ex-colonies
(particularly to France, Britain and Netherlands), who despite
their initial temporary status hope to receive citizenship rights
(2 )
in the host country and to settle there permanently. Many 
migrant workers from less industrialised Europe and Northern 
Africa are usually initially recruited on the basis of a fixed
Berger and J. Mohr., A Seventh Man - Penguin, 1975. p.17.
(2)v ' J .  Rex., Race Relations in Sociological Theory* Weidenfeld and 
Nicolson, 1970, p.97. "The simplest case is that of a minority which 
is seen as having the right to full entry into host country’s 
social system. Whether this right exists and in what degree 
will depend upon historical, political and economic factors in 
particular country’s history."
3period employment contract. The temporary migrant worker is
recruited for a specific time period on the understanding that 
he will, in the normal course of events, return to his country 
of origin after this time has elapsed. If the host country
still faces a labour shortage when he is due to leave he may, 
however, be offered a further period of residence.
This study is confined to the third category, i.e. Turkish 
migration to Europe. During the post-war years in Western 
European countries, migrant workers have originated from less 
developed countries which are less industrial, and where wages 
are much lower and jobs much scarcer. Also there are big 
socio-economic gaps between urban and rural areas and different 
development stages among the regions of the emigration countries; 
for this latter reason, the large cities or regions (whether they 
be industrial, administrative or commercial) are themselves under 
the pressure of migration. However, in these less developed
 ^^Dennis Brookes, "Who will go back?" Race Today, Vol. 1:5 19^9 
"The large majority then had no plans or hopes of an early 
return. "Going back" was in the indefinite future. Those 
who wish to return immediately, and those planning to settle 
permanently in Britain."
W.R. Bohning, "Some thoughts on Emigration from the 
Mediterranean basin", Int. Labour Review, vol. 3^ 3} 1975} 
p.255. "In Europe the permanent emigrant is neither always 
able nor always willing to stick to his intention. After 
all, he faces the same adjustment difficulties as the 
temporary migrant and he too has an emotional attachment 
to his home country7
4countries the traditional system of production has been destroyed
by an industrial revolution. The result is a surplus of manpower
who can not find employment in their own countries and who are
faced with a choice between poverty and unemployment at home or
emigration to Western Europe where industry urgently needs manual
workers. From the stand point of the individual worker-, the
normal pattern of this migratory flow has been much like any other.
The worker leaves for a foreign country in order to build a better
life for himself and his family but he is not necessarily
prepared to settle there permanently. But, even this final decision
to stay or to return will normally be made in the light of migration
regulations. Most migrants may wish to stay for a few years and
(2)
return home with their savings.
Movements from the Mediterranean countries to Western Europe 
cannot be characterised as a spontaneous migration movement, but 
rather as a consequence of policies pursued by most of the host 
countries. All migrant workers' working and residence rights in
 ^ ^Nermin Abadan-Unat, Turkish Workers in Europe, I960 - 1975
E.J. Brill, Leiden 1976, p.3. "In so-called Southern Europe, 
a high rate of growth (6 - 7$■ per year) is not in itself 
sufficient to break away from the spiral of disequilibrium 
and in fact, there is at the same time a minimal increase in 
employment, (0.2 - 1.0$). This creates endemic unemployment 
with the consequence of a growing migratory flux.
(9 ) # .
v 'Suzanne Paine, Exporting Workers; The Turkish Case, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge 1974, p.5. "The concept of the 
"permanent immigrant" i.e. a worker who, together with his 
family, leaves his native land for ever, is rarely met within 
practice unless immigration restrictions or political factors 
make the initial decision to go abroad into a once and for all 
one".
5the host society are based on the bilateral agreements signed by 
the labour importing and exporting countries. A migrant vorker 
is recruited solely because of his ability to work, and is 
discouraged from bringing non-working dependants. In other 
words, the host countries are really importing manpower, not 
families. In West Germany, the status of such workers is made
quite clear - he is called a "Gastarbeiter" or guestworker; in
S S'
(3)
(2)France, he might be called one of the "new slaves". 7 This study
is primarily concerned with temporarily recruited migrants. 
Nevertheless, some selected temporarily migrant workers (well 
integrated into the host society and likely to be qualified manual 
workers) are also sometimes permitted to settle permanently with 
their families. As a matter of fact, according to Bohning, highly 
qualified foreign workers are usually creamed off to satisfy long 
term excess demand while the remainder are used to meet temporary 
fluctuations or to carry out occupations facing long term labour 
shortages until a more suitable employee can be found.
POST-WAR ECONOMIC, DEMOGRAPHIC, SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT IN WESTERN 
EUROPE AND IMMIGRATION
The basic reasons underlying the growth of large migratory 
flows from mainly Mediterranean countries to North-West Europe 
are well known. They comprise a combination of economic,
' I^n this respect there has been considerable variation between 
Western European host country governments. West Germany, the 
Netherlands and Switzerland have had fairly strict regulations 
which can be used to enforce migrant repatriation and to prevent 
the entry of dependants. . . .
^^S. Paine, Exporting Workers: The Turkish Case, Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge. 197*1, p.6 .
^\r.R. Bohning, The Effects of the Employment of Foreign Workers, 
O.E.C.D., Paris 197*i, p.*i9. "Would Call Migrant Worker a 
"Polyannual migrant".
6demographic and social developments in Western Europe during the 
post-war period. Post-war reconstruction and in particular 
capital flow to Western Europe for industrial investments,^^ 
rapidly absorbed the returning soldiers and any existing pockets 
of unemployment; there was soon a shortage of labour. At the 
same time, demographic factors have been unfavourable to a 
rapid increase in population in Western European countries.
In fact, there are several reasons for a decline in the numbers
(2)in the work force; (i.e. in particular, the changing age structure).
In countries which took part in the second world war, many men were 
killed or incapacitated, leaving gaps in the active population.
Also with an increased life expectancy and falling birth rate, 
old people form an increasing proportion of the population.
Other important socio-economic -factors which have helped to 
bring about the need for migrant workers, are factors such as the 
introduction of earlier retirement and more higher education which 
postpones the entry of young people into the domestic labour force.
^\j. Hiemenz and K.W. Schatz, Transfer of Employment Opportunities 
as an Alternative to the International Migration- International 
Labour Office, Geneva, 1977. p. 20 & 21. "The Federal German 
economy was in the 1950s and 1960s very attractive to investors 
at home and abroad. This is attributable to a number of 
causes, whose absence in many of the developing countries may 
serve as a good example of why they lack attractiveness for 
investors. In a highly developed economy with plenty of skilled 
labour and physical capital where the risks are quite small, 
an undervalued currency tends to prevent adjustment of the 
production structure to changing comparative cost situations.
Paine, Exporting Workers: The Turkish Case., Cambridge University 
Press, Cambridge 1974, p.9. "The ratio of working age to total 
population fell from 67^ in 1961 to 63$ in 1970; that of working 
to total population fell from 48'jo in 1961 to k h jo in 1970. If 
German nationals only had been counted, the ratio of working to 
total population would have been lower, as about 75^ of foreigners 
are economically active.
7These factors may be added to a situation of rapid post­
war growth with full employment which has not only affected 
the size of the labour force, but also its structure. A 
shortage of labour emerged in particular, in low level jobs with 
little or no prestige attached 1 to them. Many indigenous workers 
have been able to obtain vocational training, and young people 
entering the labour market have had far higher average levels 
of education than in the past. Most native workers have tended 
to move into better paid and more pleasant jobs, usually in the 
white-collar or skilled sectors, by leaving unpleasant and 
lower-paid jobs in the unskilled manual labouring sector 
for the foreign labour force.
Since the migration movement started in early post-war 
years, the discussion has appeared to continue about the question 
of why the current host countries chose to deal with their labour 
shortages through immigration, instead of capital intensive goods 
and on the other hand, why current important emigration countries 
are not inclined to implement development strategies designed to 
deal with the pressure of supply by way of internal employment 
creation, rather than external migration. In fact, although such 
strategies were pursued, the answers may seem obvious, because of 
the reduced unemployment and increased foreign exchange earnings, 
these considerations may have led emigration countries not to .take 
measures to stem the outflow of workers, and immigration countries 
found that filling the gap of the domestic labour force with foreign 
labourers for continuing economic growth, was an easy option; it 
was both a manageable and cheap method. However, in recent years,
8the policies have been reconsidered.. s Several emigration" 
countries, like Italy and Greece have become reluctant to export 
their workers, (particularly their skilled manpower), while 
most labour importing countries, especially after the 1973 
economic crises, discouraged or have forbidden the immigration of 
foreign labour.
G.E. Volker, "labour migration: Aid to the West German Economy"
In E.E. Krane (ed) Manpower Mobility Across Cultural Boundaries
E.J. Brill, Leiden, 1975. "the in-migration of foreign manpower 
may possibly increase Germany's gross national product, it seems 
questionnable whether per capita gross national product will 
increase. While material wealth will grow due to foreign labour, 
favourable consequences for human capital seem doubtful. The 
hoped-for effect that labour migration might stabilize wages 
and prices and help to maintain full employment can not be 
validated.
9OUTLINE OF THE THESIS
This study is arranged as follows: Chapter 1 provides a
framework for looking at the migrant workers' movement in the 
context of pattern of migration in post-war Europe. In particular 
Turkish migration is firmly located within the labour movement 
from the less developed South to the highly industrialised 
Northern Europe.- The characteristics of migrant workers, wrho 
take part in this movement are then described. The latter part 
of the chapter includes a brief summary of the post-war economic 
demographic and social development of Western Europe and changes 
in the labour market of industrial countries.
Chapter 2 discusses different theoretical approaches to the 
labour movement within Europe. Special consideration is given to 
the immense scope of the ground covered in this chapter. Two 
contradictory frameworks are described. These are (i) modernisation 
theory, (ii) dependancy or centre-periphery relations theory.
The latter part of the chapter details the proposed outline of 
the study and the methodology used in this research.
Chapter 3 provides a framework for looking at Turkey as a 
labour exporting country within the context of international 
labour migration in post-war Europe. Some statistical data and 
surveys detail the Turkish external migration experience from 
I960 to 1979. The beginnings of international migration and 
Turkey's evolution as a major supplier, the Turkish Government's
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policy towards migration and the system of temporarily recruited 
migrant workers which operates in Turkey are described. A summary 
is then given of the socio-economic characteristics of Turkish 
migrants, how these changed over a period of one and a half 
decades, how these compare with those of the indigenous Turkish 
labour force, and with tho^ of migrant workers from other 
Mediterranean basin countries. A brief description of some studies 
or surveys which were carried out on returned migrants in Turkey 
follows, including details of the general characteristics of 
returnees, particularly their sector of employment and occupational 
status abroad and on their return. In this chapter, all data used 
is taken from published or unpublished Turkish state sources and 
from some empirical studies which were carried out in Turkey.
Chapter 4 deals with the internal migration pattern within 
Turkey and with the changes in the Turkish labour market during 
the period in which migration has taken place. The latter part of 
the chapter deals specifically with the province of Kayseri where 
the empirical study was carried out.
Chapter 5 analyses empirical research data which was carried 
out in the city of Kayseri, giving details of Turkish returned 
migrants’ situation before departure. Demographic and socio­
economic characteristics of the migrants are major considerations 
and these are compared with characteristics of the indigenous 
Turkish workforce and with those of the labour force of the province 
of Kayseri. The latter part of the chapter analyses the reasons 
for departure, channels of going abroad for seeking employment.
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Special attention is given to the differences in migrants’ 
backgrounds.
Chapter 6 attempts to evaluate the migrant -workers’ working 
and living experiences abroad, and how migrants were affected 
by industrial society. It concentrates on the number of times 
that workers emigrated, their expected duration of stay abroad, 
the actual time spent abroad and the frequency of visits to Turkey. 
It then investigates migrants’ experiences of working and living 
in the host country, their savings and remittances and the 
reasons for their return.
Chapter 7 outlines in some detail the effects of working and 
living in an industrial society on returned migrants, in particular 
their employment, changes of residence, investment in work ventures 
and expenditure on consumer.durables, and finally the area of 
settlement on their return.
Chapter 8 discusses the effect of the migration process on 
the families of migrant workers; before departure, while abroad 
and on their return. Other ground covered in this chapter includes 
changes in the composition of households, employment of migrants’ 
wives and the development of new roles within the family. The 
final part of this chapter discusses the returned migrants’ 
attitudes towards their experience of the host society.
Chapter 9 attempts to illustrate the migrants’ tendency to 
invest in housing concerns, and ways in which they meet housing 
needs.
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Chapter 10 discusses the education of migrants1 children 
abroad and on return. Before analysing the empirical research 
data, a brief summary is given of the migrants' children's 
education abroad and on their return home in the light of the 
existing statistical data, surveys and regulations. The 
discussion is located in particular against the background of 
the system of education in West Germany. An analysis is then 
given of the empirical research data on an individual level, 
with respect to the educational problems of migrants' children 
abroad and on return; and the returned migrants' attitudes 
towards the education of their children.
The final chapter presents an overview of the preceding 
chapters and concludes with a discussion of the effects of the 
system of recruited labour of migrants on returnees who have 
lived in a host country for at least three years.
CHAPTER 2 
THE RESEARCH PROBLEMS 
SOME THEORETICAL CONCERNS
The movement of Turkish migrants between Turkey and Western 
Europe belongs to one particular category of labour migration. That 
is labour migration from less developed southern Europe to industrial 
Western Europe. There seems, however, to be no general accepted theory 
of labour migration let alone a universal theory of migration. However, 
concerning the causes and consequences of immigration and emigration, 
it is as well to note that there are at least two distinctive theoretical 
frameworks available - Modernisation theory and Dependency theory or 
Centre-periphery theory. The first grows out of the general literature 
on modernisation and development which emphasizes that migration 
flows are usually across the developmental (economic) gaps between 
different societies or social systems. It is also sometimes termed 
the analysis of migratory labour movement through "push" and "pull" 
factors.(Thomas 1958; Lutz 1961; Rose 19^ 9? Klaasen-Drewe 1973? 
Salt-Clout 1976). From this point of view, migration is assumed to 
be a phenomenon which is the result of voluntary acts of choice by 
an individual who is seeking job availability and higher levels of 
earnings.
In the context of the analysis of migration to Western Europe, 
•modernisation theory has found wide acceptance and support. It has
^^E.J. Rose Color and citizenship, Oxford Univ. Press, 1969j p*7k.
"It is popularly believed that the prime reasons for the migration 
from the coloured commonwealth are the poverty, deprivation and 
over-population of the sending societies as opposed to the general 
wealth and, in particular, the. generous social services of the U.K."
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been assumed that migrants were attracted by income differentials,
and acted to improve their own financial position. Also in so doing
\
it is postulated that they improve their vocational skills, acquire 
’modern values’ and as a consequence become 'innovative change agents’ 
able on return to their home country to contribute to the modernization 
of the home economy. It is also suggested that the Governments of 
the countries of emigration may have regarded ’temporary’ emigration 
as a short term solution to their difficulties with unemployment and 
underemployment in the home economy.
An alternative point derives from Dependency Theory which has,
in part, its intellectual origins in a Marxist perspective. It
emphasizes a ’centre-periphery’ or exploitative relationship between
the developed and under-developed countries. Migration is viewed
as a force that exacerbates the impoverishment and depletion of
resources in the emigration countries, rather than a mechanism for
promoting modernization and development.The dependency model
sees the migration of workers from less developed countries as a
(2)form of neo-colonialist, capitalist exploitation.' * (Galtung, 1971; 
Castle and Kosack 1973, Nikolinakos 1973)* According to this 
theoretical orientation the migration process is interpreted within 
the framework of the world capitalist market system; the key factor
^^A. Marshall,"International migration,Labour Market and Theory of 
Economic Growth", Seminar on Demographic Research in Relation to 
International Migration, Buenos Aires, University of Buenos Aires, 
Mimeographed 1974. A. Marshall attempts to integrate the theory 
of dependence with the facts of migration. Both the export of 
labour and the import of capital create dependence on the external 
market, and subjects ’development’ to the mercy of outside forces",
(2 )' 'S. Castle and G. Kosack, "Immigration Workers and Class Structure 
in Western Europe", Oxford^ (Univ. Press) 1973 p.428. "Today, 
neo-colonialism extracts capital from the underdeveloped countries 
in various ways, the main one being trade on terms fixed by the 
developed countries. The transfer of human resources in the form 
of migrant workers is an important part of this transaction. 
Migration belongs to neo-colonialism's system for exploiting the 
wealth of the Third World’!
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in the relationship between the centre (i.e. the developed capitalist 
countries) and the periphery (i.e. the under-developed countries) 
is one of transference of value. This means that the more backward 
economy, in its role as a supplier of primary products and raw 
materials, leaves the field open to the developed economies in those 
areas which are technologically more advanced and generate a higher 
value-added. The relationship between centre and periphery is 
essentially exploitative, with a disproportionate share of any economic 
gains going to the centre. The transfer of manpower in the form of 
migrant workers is an important part of this transaction. The 
analysis offered by Nikolinakos of the European North-South relation­
ship is an example of this general perspective.^^ Also, as J. Galtung 
points out, that the differences between national growth rates as a
result of the international division of labour, creates a new form of
(2)
dependency. } Thus, "centre” nations tend to require a higher level 
of skill,• knowledge and education, in their native workforces, whereas 
"periphery" nations which continue to supply raw materials, usually 
have a surplus of ill-trained and uneducated labour.
Although the term "centre" and "periphery" are useful shorthand 
concepts for indicating a particular set of historical relationships, 
arising out of the uneven development of capitalism, they are used in
^ E .  Nikolinakis "The Contradictions of Capitalist Development in
Greece: Labour Shortages and Emigration", Studi Emigrazione, Vol.301 
1973, p.228. "It can be shown that its own emigrants function as 
sub-proletariat in the Western European countries, creates for 
itself a sub-proletariat out of workers imported from less developed 
countries. The inhuman character of migration is maintained as one 
of the conditions for capitalist development. Thus only by 
exploiting the labour reserves of less developed African countries 
is economic growth in Western Europe, and further development of 
Southern Europe guaranteed."
Galtung "A Structural Theory of Imperialism"; Journal of Peace 
Research, Vol. 8 , 1971 > P*81-117.
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rather different ways by different authors, including those working 
on Turkey (Abadan-Unat, 1976, Schiller, 1976). These authors in 
contrast to the more simplistic interpreters of the theory of 
imperialism, as the ’highest stage’ in the development of capitalism, 
observed that the net economic transfers from periphery to centre 
are not necessarily of any great value to the centre themselves. 
Rather, they argue that the net transfer is subordinate to the need 
for the domination of the periphery by the centre. In other words, 
the migratory movements may be seen as benefiting both emigration 
and immigration countries, but, to an unequal extent. This is because 
emigration countries are too weak to defend adequately their own 
economies and the migrant workers' interests in bargaining with labour 
importing countries.
THE DIFFERING IMPLICATIONS- OF THE TWO- THEORIES (MODERNISATION AND 
DEPENDENCY) FOR THE THEORY OF MIGRATION.
Having in the previous section outlined the two opposing theories 
in a fairly general way, in this section I will gather together their 
implications for the process of migration. This will enable me to 
locate their different predictions and ultimately in the following 
chapters of the thesis, to see which is more in accord with the facts 
of migration of Turkish workers.
Firstly, ’’The theory of development and modernization" sees 
labour migration as affording opportunities to unemployed workers in 
underdeveloped countries to gain employment in developed countries. 
Thus, migrant absorbs surplus manpower, and releases unemployment 
pressures on the home economy; in particular the surplus manpower
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in the agricultural sector of the home economy can be turned into 
active manpower which increases marginal income in the home economy.
However, dependency theory suggests that emigration may not
solely involve the surplus-labour, in particular employed skilled
and semi-skilled workers, instead of unemployed unskilled labours
may migrate. Migrant workers, it is argued, who are recruited into
the host country, are characteristically young, strong, healthy and
skilled or semi-skilled already engaged in manufacturing industry
and are more needed at home for developing their domestic economy.
Their exportation abroad destroys the basis of the home economy and
a bottle-neck may develop, due to shortages of skilled manpower,
,particularly in certain manufacturing sectors which reduces production
( 3)and m  turn induces unemployment and further emigration. 7 S. Amin 
(4)
also points out' 1 that the unequal exchanges between the centre and 
the periphery has the same productivity as labour in the centre. 
However, high productivity sectors of the periphery have lower rewards 
for labour, than high productivity sectors of the centre. This is one 
important factor in accounting for the loss of skilled workers from 
the periphery to the centre.
 ^ B^. Thomas, The Economics of International Migration, McMillan,
New York, 1958. P.H. Essu, The Vocational Integration of Migrant 
Workers who return to their countries of origin, Council of 
Europe, Strasbourg, 1978, p.4 "For the majority of European 
Countries in the Mediterranean basin, emigration has admittedly 
helped to relieve over-populated rural areas".
(2)g. Schiller "Mutual Perspectives of development and under­
development", jCn N. Abadon-Unat and Contributors, Turkish 
Workers in Europe, 1960-1975, Brill, 1976, p.381.
(3)' yW.R. Bohning, "Some thoughts on Emigration from the Mediterranean 
Basin" Intl. Labour Review, Vol. 3, Pt.3. (251-77).
(4)' yS. Amin, "Accumulation on a World Scale", Trans. Brian Pearce, 
Monthly Review Press, Vol. 2, 1974.
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Secondly, development and modernization theory postulates that 
migrants will return home with professional or technical qualifications 
acquired during their time abroad and they will find a job in domestic 
industry, which will raise the technological and productive level 
of the home economy thus favouring development.
Centre/Periphery theory on the other hand suggests that migrant 
workers are recruited or admitted to Western European countries, in 
occupations which demand neither a true occupational training nor 
a knowledge of the national language of the host country. These 
jobs are left vacant by indigenous workers when they are promoted 
to more desirable, and usually better paid jobs.^^ Language, 
education and cultural differences form a barrier for migrant 
workers against their acquiring the better paid jobs and offering 
serious competition to the indigenous, workers. Migrant workers 
usually find employment in mass production jobs associated with 
semi-automated production technology or in some other undesirable 
occupations. All these jobs tend to need relatively unskilled 
manpower. According to this theoretical approach, migrant workers 
belong to the working class of the host society, but they always 
tend to be at the bottom of the working class’s reward and skill 
structure.
Castles and G. Kosack, Immigrant Workers and Class Structure in 
Western Europe Oxford 1973, p.207. "The ideology that the 
immigrant workers in Western Europe will provide the skilled 
industrial cadres once they return home has to be dismissed, as 
the immigrants themselves soon discover; people are always 
talking about development aid in this context, but in reality it 
is otherwise. Four days to learn the job and then the assembly 
line, bricks to be carried, loads to be lifted’. All the heavy 
jobs are given to the foreign workers.’
^See Ibid, p.7.
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In fact, in recent years the findings of various empirical 
studies carried out in different labour receiving countries of North 
West Europe, have supported this later theoretical approach. Migrant 
workers have a specific socio-economic function in the host society.
J. Rex (1970)^^ pointed out that "there do appear to be in more 
societies certain occupations and tasks which are thought to be either 
incompatible with the values of, or beneath the dignity of the 
dominant group, and indeed of some minorities. In these cases an 
outside group may be informally licensed to perform the necessary 
task and criticised, abused, blamed and punished for doing it . . . 
coloured workers are undertaking tasks of an arduous and dirty kind 
in England when no other workers can be found to undertake them'."
Thirdly, modernization and development theorists incline to the
view that the foreign currency sent home by migrant workers could
help the country of origin's socio-economic development, in particular,
it is argued that the savings earned abroad by migrants turn into
investments which create new jobs and help balance the external
(2)account. Some German writers, for instance 0. Neuloh (1970) ,
have gone so far as to claim that the employment of Turkish workers 
in Germany is a form of foreign aid to Turkey.
Dependency theory is less optimistic: income remittances even
though a most welcome addition to private income and to the currency
Rex, Race Relations in Sociological Theory, Weidenfeld and 
Nicolson, 1970, p.29.
(2)s. Paine, Exporting Workers: Case of Turkey, Cambridge Univ. Press, 
1974, p.2 .
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resources are, it has been argued, by Castles and Kosack "not 
sufficient to radically change the balance of payments situation". 
Within this theoretical framework it is generally accepted also that 
there is potentially a serious conflict between private gains, and
• i + ( ! )social costs. 7
Furthermore, individual savings earned abroad are not always used 
for productive investment at home and do thus not create permanent 
employment. The foreign exchange that migrants bring back, often
serves simply to increase the imports of luxury consumer durables and
(2 ) (3)
1f.1t does not, it inflates land prices. 7 R. Manners' 7 argues
that "the cast remittances which migrants send to their home islands,
in many cases provide the wherewithal for further migration". More
importantly he concludes that remittances to the Caribbean, in part,
tie the islands economically to outside areas. F. Bovenkerk, arguing
(k)from the latest research findings in Morocco, Tunisia and Turkey' 7 
supports the centre and periphery relations approach. He says "All 
the reporters were of the opinion that the money that was so hardly 
earned in Western Europe was of very little benefit to the development
 ^ J^.P. Piore, Birds of Passage Migrant Labour and Industrial Societies 
Cambridge Univ. Press, 1979> p.2. "The migration has served to transmit 
the economic flunctuations . in the industrialised world to 
the underdeveloped nations that send the manpower: when economic
activity declines abroad, remittances fall off: workers are
unemployed and sent home: youth, who had anticipated migration 
are denied visas. These effects become stronger over time as the 
sending economy increasingly adjusts to and orients itself towards 
the migration process."
(2)lbid. p.2 .
(3)' 7R. Manners, "Remittances and the Unit of Analysis ..." Southwestern 
Journal of Anthropology, Vol. 21, p.179-192, p.182.
(4)' 7F. Bovenkerk "The Fable of Suleiman",The Netherlands Journal of 
Sociology, No.14, 1978. pp.191-201 p.192. "The research is the 
responsibility of IMW00 (institute for Social Science Research in 
Developing Countries) and has been given the name REMPLOD, or 
Reintegration of Emigrant Manpower and the promotion of local 
opportunities for development. It has become one of the largest 
social science research ever carried out in the Netherlands.
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of the region. Over and over again it was found that the money had 
been used for the building of showy houses, which had no permanent 
effect on the labour market: or that it was used to buy land which
caused an enormous inflation in land prices”.
Finally, modernization and development theory tends to consider 
the "temporary” migration patterns as providing the basis for a positive 
contribution to social change in the home s o c i e t y . I t  is argued 
that the migrants absorb some of the norms, and values of the host 
society during their stay abroad, and that they take them home with 
them. That is the norms and values of industrial society, which 
accelerate the country of origin’s social and economic development.
The centre and periphery relations theorists dispute this - 
they suggest that the existing migration policies of the advanced 
European countries toward migrant workers are discriminatory, instead 
of integrating or assimilating the immigrants into the host society 
they have the effect of promoting occupational discrimination and 
prevent migrants from enjoying the satisfactory housing and educational 
facilities available to the indigenous population. Their place in 
western society always tends to be not only at the bottom of the 
working class, but also at the socio-cultural edge of the host 
society. Thus according to this view migrant workers have hardly 
been affected by the industrial standard of living and the values
^^R.C. Rist, Guest Workers in Germany Praeger 1978, p.l6 . An 
important dimension of the view of modernisation as it relates 
to migration patterns is that such patterns are not seen as 
serving exclusively economic functions but socialization functions 
as well. The goal is that the emigrant will return embued with 
a value orientation aimed toward the pursuit of national development.
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of industrial society. Nikolinakos argues^^ that "discrimination 
appears in the maintenance by the minority of its own cultural - 
characteristics and way of life (dissimilated integration). This 
in the extreme is manifested in the ghetto; the minority is 
isolated either socially or spatially, or both. "Dissimilation 
integration" or segregation is not necessarily followed or caused 
by discrimination, although it is usually so. It may be that it 
results from an attitude of the minority which does not .want to 
lose its special characteristics or give up its own way of life".
In fact, the internal aspects of Germany’s immigration policy
have shifted over the last few years from treating the so-called
"guest workers" as foreign employees, toward recognising them as
human beings with personal and social needs. In February 1970, the
"group of coordination" (comprising various central or regional
ministries, social welfare organisations and churches) agreed that
Germany needs foreign workers for economic reasons. Migrant
workers should, it is suggested, be given every opportunity to
assimilate in the industrial sphere and to integrate into German
society. However, the concept of integration is not spelt out and
could conceivably range from assimilation towards which the
(2)
politicians seem to lean and plauralistic integration. '
 ^ \l. Nikolinakos "Economic foundations of discrimination in the 
Federal Republic of Germany in H.V. Haute and W. Helgert 
Foreigners in our community - a new problem to be solved 
Keesing Publ, Amsterdam, 1972. p.78"
"Discrimination is the ideology which determines the policy 
followed against foreign workers, the need of which controls 
the labour market". Ibid 79.
^V.R. Bohning "Immigrant workers inWest Germany", New Community 
Vol. 1. p.l. 1971, p.21-2A.
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Formerly, not only local political administrators and employers 
but also the migrants fellow countrymen have encouraged migrant 
workers and their families to settle in the areas populated by 
ethnic minorities, such as the Turkish "Ghettos" or Turkish Colonies.
The term "Ghetto" is used in preference to "Colony" by the authors 
who analyse labour migration from a "centre" and "periphery" perspective. 
In fact it is important to note that the term of "colony" differs 
from the term of "Ghetto"; J. Rex pointed the difference- 
"the existence of colony structures does not imply all that is 
involved in the term of "ghetto", a colony is a temporary grouping 
of immigrants which can act as a spring-board for entry into the host 
society; by definition, this is never true of the ghetto".
Finally, it might be pointed out that the centre/periphery approach
to the migratory movements from less developed southern to northern
Europe is the one which tends to be most in accord with previous
empirical studies. In most recent studies, it is found that temporary
labour migration does not contribute to a'significant degree, to
changes in the economic of social structure of the home country,
because most migrant workers treat their period in employment in
the host country as a means of accumulating funds for investment in
traditional sectors. Acquisitions such as skills and money are used
for the direct improvement of the migrant himself and his family, and
(2)this is done exclusively in terms of the local tradition. J
Rex., Race Relations in Sociological Theory, Weidenfield and 
Nicolson, 1970, p.102.
(2)v B^. Kayser "Cyclically-determined homeward flows of migrant workers 
and the effects of emigration", OECD 1972, p.36-37. OECD "The 
Returned Migrant Workers", Observer, No. 47? OECD 1970, p. 11.
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THE HYPOTHESES .
Turkish migration to Western Europe is a poly-factoral labour 
movement, which is part of the labour migration from the less to 
the highly developed industrial countries. Until recently, labour 
migration has mostly been studied by economists, though recently 
other social scientists have begun to study the very diverse issues 
involved. For example, the pattern of recruitment of migrant 
workers, their adaptation and integration into the "culture" of 
the receiving countries, (i.e. the acquisition of new social 
attitudes, behaviour and norms), possible changes of employment in 
the host country (social mobility), re-adaptation to the home 
society on return, social mobility on return, acquisition of 
new social status in the society of origin, any changes in family 
structure and educational problems encountered by migrants' children 
in both the host society and on return to the home society.
In this study, it is intended to find out the effect of the 
experience of working and living in western industrial societies 
on Turkish migrant workers who have been abroad for at least three 
years, have now returned home permanently and have settled in the 
city of Kayseri. In other words, it is presumed that some socio­
economic changes occur in the living and working life of migrant 
workers on their return to the country of origin after experiencing 
living and working in the industrial west for a reasonably long
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period. However, it can be assumed that the effect of industrial 
society will be different on migrants who had different backgrounds 
before departure; in particular between the migrants who 
departed from urban and from rural areas, but also their educational 
situation, occupational status, sector of employment and reasons 
for joining the ranks of migrant labour may also be important. 
Migrants, with differing backgrounds might be faced with different 
problems of adaptation or integration in the host society.
Also, different working and living experiences abroad connected 
with the migrants’ socio-economic background before departure, 
are likely to create different problems of re-integration on 
return to the country of origin.
Here it is important to note that this study is not particularly 
concerned with the effect of migration on the socio-economic 
development of the society of origin, but rather with social and f 
economic changes in the lives of migrant workers on their return ; 
home, depending on their socio-economic background and their
[
experiences abroad.
In the broadest sense, the objectives of the study were two 
fold; in the first instance, it sought to define the demographic 
characteristics and motivations of the migrants and to investigate 
the socio-economic and socio-cultural effects on the workers who 
joined the migration movement; in the second instance, it 
attempted to discover what socio-economic and socio-cultural effects^ 
the migration experience has upon the lives of migrants who returned 
to the city of Kayseri after living abroad for at least three years.
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It is intended to suggest answers to the principal questions 
addressed in this research; (
- To what extent and in what ways, does the type of community 
of origin affect the Turkish workers in labour migration?
Are there any significant differences between migrants of 
different background in respect of their decisions to 
migrate and their experiences once abroad?
- Why do migrants return home and why do they settle in the 
city of Kayseri on their return? If any participated in 
internal migration on return home, why and how did they 
do so?
- Do migrants tend to achieve tlieir main aims and desired 
levels of status on their return? Are there any 
significant differences between migrants of different 
backgrounds with respect to their achievements and 
re-integration in home society on return?
- What effect does the migration experience have upon the 
investments of the migrants in work ventures; or expenditure 
of savings on return?
- How does the migrant workers' movement affect the family 
structure of migrants abroad and on return?
- What effect does the migration experience have on the
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returned migrants’ approach to education and on the educational 
problems of migrants’ children abroad, and on return?
THE METHODOLOGY
Before giving a detailed description of the methodology 
used in this study, it may be useful to give a brief summary of 
how this study was carried out.
I started my research project in October 1977. During the
first six months, I studied general books and research papers 
which were written on post-war migration to Europe, and migrants’ 
life in receiving countries and on their return to the country of 
origin. At the beginning of April, 1978, I went to visit a Turkish 
migrant worker family for two weeks in Almelo, in the Netherlands.
The family came from the city of Kayseri in which I was going to 
carry out my research. In Almelo, I visited some migrant workers’ 
families and three Turkish workers' pensions (workers' boarding 
houses) where I met Turkish workers and was able to spend some of 
my time with them. I also visited the local schools in which there 
were "special classes" for Turkish children and I interviewed two 
Turkish teachers who were employed by the local Department of 
Education. I had a chance to visit some factories, which employed 
mostly Turkish workers, where I was able to talk to the employer's 
representative about Turkish workers' working conditions in the
factory. I was informed by the Local Employment Officer and a
local Social Workers (who were both responsible for Turkish migrants) 
about Turkish migrants' working and living problems in the area.
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After completing the visit to Almelo, I spent a couple of days 
in a Turkish workers’ hostel in Amsterdam and two more in a hostel 
in Cologne in West Germany, in order to observe single male 
workers living in the host country.
On my return to the university, I continued the theoretical 
study and before going to Turkey for my field work on returned 
migrant workers, I visited Kayseri, the intended area of 
research, in August 1978 to collect basic data, connected with 
the study. In addition, I drew up the framework for the 
questionnaire to be used on returned migrants, migrants’ 
children and employers in the area. Finally, at the beginning 
of 1979» I went to the city of Kayseri to undertake the field 
work and spent nine months there collecting data.
THE AREA IN WHICH THE RESEARCH DATA ON RETURNED MIGRANTS WAS COLLECTED
Before giving details of the research area,it is worth 
summarising the "administrative division of Turkey".
Administrative Division of Turkey
The Government of Turkey can be broken down into two major 
categories. One is the Central Government and its field units and 
the other is the series of Local Government units. Central Government 
has sub-divisions in the provinces, and districts. Each province, 
which is run by a centrally appointed governor, is both an administ­
rative unit of the Central Government and a territorial unit of
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local administration.
Administratively, Turkey is divided into 67 (ilceler) provinces 
which are sub-divided into a total of 572 (ilceler) districts.
These districts are further sub-divided into a total of 887 
(bucaklar) sub-districts, each of which contains a number of 
(koyl er) villages. All provincial and district centres together 
with sub-districts of over 2,000 inhabitants are termed 
municipalities (belediyeler). Geographically speaking, province, 
centres (city-iller) and district centres (town-ilceler) are 
called urban areas, while sub-districts (bucaklar) and villages 
(koyler) are rural areas. The size of provinces, districts, and 
their centres varies considerably: in 1975 the largest province
was Istanbul with a population of almost four million; the 
smallest, Hakkari had 126,036: the population of these two
province'centres was 2,547,364 and 11,735 respectively. Thus there 
is only a very crude correspondence between locations classified 
as villages and sub-districts and those with a population of under 
10,0 00.
The Research Area: The City of Kayseri
The city of Kayseri, was in 1975 the ninth largest of 67 
provincial centres, with a population of 207,0 37; the population 
of the province with its ten district centres and 492 sub-districts 
and villages, was 676,089. The 1970 census shows that the city 
had a population of 160,985 inhabitants, the province had 598,693.
In those five years, there was a considerable increase in the
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population of the province. However, the increase in the population 
of the city of Kayseri was far higher than that of the rest of the 
district centres and villages. The city population between 1970 
and 1975 increased from 2 6.9  ^to 30.6  ^of the total population of 
the province. According to the State Population Statistical Reports, 
the city of Kayseri not only received immigrants from rural areas 
within its own province, but also from other, in particular, 
neighbouring provinces. In the fifteen years, between i960 and 
1975? the city of Kayseri's population more than doubled, increasing 
from 102,396 persons to 207,037. The details of the characteristics 
of the population of Kayseri are given in Chapter 2, "Active 
Manpower and Internal Migration".
The reasons for choosing the city of Kayseri as a research area 
were as follows:
1. Migration abroad, especially during the late 1960s and 
early 1970s was very significant in this city.
2. A significant number of migrant workers left the province 
of Kayseri for a variety of different immigrant countries, 
such as Vest Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, Austria, 
France, etc.
3. According to the State Planning Organisation, the city of 
Kayseri is one of the most developed provinces with a high 
rate of urbanisation and a comparatively high rate of 
increased employment opportunities, particularly in the 
construction and manufacturing sectors. Thus the city . 
had a high potential to receive a considerable number of 
returnees who had come not only from the province of Kayseri
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but also from less developed neighbouring provinces.
4. The city of Kayseri has become well-known as an attractive 
settlement in which migrant workers may invest in real 
estate, the savings which they earn abroad and in which 
there are some opportunities to obtain an occupation in 
industry.
THE SAMPLE
There are no precise statistics available for returnees, and 
where they have settled on their permanent return to the province, 
or the rest of Turkey. However, it is generally accepted that 
about 10 - 20% of the total number of migrant workers who had 
lived abroad, had returned home permanently by 1979- 42% of
migrants in the widely accepted Abadan-Unat sample, returned home 
within a‘year because they were unable to adapt to living and 
working in an industrial society.
10,160 migrant workers were sent to West European countries 
through the local Turkish Employment Office, as recruited labour 
from the province of Kayseri. Of these, 822 were female and 9>338 
were male workers (Table A. 1, ). Estimates suggest that in addition 
over 4,000 migrant workers went abroad from the province, using 
different channels, such as "tourist", on the invitation of relatives, 
as students, etc. The total number of workers who went abroad from 
the province was estimated at over 14,000 (this number does not 
include the migrants’ dependants); of these, a good number, i.e. 
2 ,500, permanently returned to the province.
32
The province’s local Employment Services and the local 
Social Security Office's sources, estimated that between 500 
and 550 returnees settled in the city of Kayseri (as opposed 
to'the province of Kayseri) after living and working abroad 
for at least three years. Even though the exact number is not 
known, it is estimated that a considerable number of these 
returnees had gone abroad from other, mostly neighbouring, 
provinces.
In the city of Kayseri, 132 returned migrant workers were 
interviewed; of these, 119 were male, and the other 13 female.
It is thought that the sample of returnees was sufficiently large 
to be representative, since it included over one-quarter of the 
total number of returnees who had lived and worked abroad for 
three or more years, and settled in the city on their return.
The questionnaires were designed to serve as a means for 
locating returnees not necessarily involved in the industrial and 
service sectors. Each worker interviewed was asked to provid,e 
addresses of other returnees known to him in the community. On 
this basis, unemployed and self-employed persons were located, and 
some who were engaged as small businessmen, drivers, or craftsmen 
etc. In this way, interviewees were used as links to other 
returnees. Unfortunately no other method was possible, because 
returned migrants were not sufficiently clustered in the city to 
be observable. On the other hand a formal survey was not possible 
either, because of the need for a sampling framework. The exact 
number of returned migrant workers, their addresses on return and 
their employment in the city of Kayseri is not known.
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TECHNIQUES FOR COLLECTING DATA
Although the main research data is based on the interview of 
the returned migrant workers, some other techniques, such as 
observation and group discussion were also employed.
The interview: Each respondent was interviewed at least twice.
The first interview generally concerned demographic information on 
migrant workers' backgrounds, their living and working experiences, 
before departure, abroad and on their return home. The second (and 
where necessary subsequent interviews) were concerned with socio­
economic and socio-cultura1 information plus details of individual 
experiences. In the latter interviews, unless it was felt 
necessary, no strict interview format was used. On the other hand, 
during the first interviews, it was -preferable to take short notes, 
or to make tape recordings. Particular care was taken to visit 
returnees both at their place of work and in their homes. Also 
attention was given to the time lapse between the first interviews 
and the following ones, in order to allow time for analysis of the 
data obtained in the first instance and to give a focus for further 
questions.
The questionnaire before being applied to the whole sample was 
developed and amended to its final form using a pilot group of 
migrant workers. This group comprised ten-returnees (eight males 
and two females) selected from different sectors of employment and 
the unemployed in the city of Kayseri. The questionnaire was 
designed to collect data on returned migrant workers with respect
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to five main areas: (i) demographic data, (ii) working-living
experiences before departure, (iii) working-living experiences 
abroad, (iv) working-living experiences on return, and (v) aspects 
of.social and cultural change. In particular, information for 
the last category was collected in open-ended discussion or in 
the form of compositions to give the returnees the opportunity 
to explain their own personal experiences and thoughts.
The Group discussion techniques: Within the returned migrant
workers sample, smaller groups were established. These groups 
were preferably limited to between four and six persons and 
particular attention was given to ensure that members of the groups 
had not known each other abroad, but had met on their return home.
In addition, however, one special group was arranged of migrants 
who had neither known each other abroad nor lived in the same host 
country. In this group, the main discussion topic consisted of 
a comparison of working and living conditions in different host 
countries. In other groups, the discussion was mainly focused on 
the common problems of returned migrants, which had arisen during 
their working and living periods abroad and on their return home.
In addition, managers of several local firms (each of which 
employed at least 200 workers) from different sectors, were interviewed 
to learn their general attitudes towards the labour migration abroad 
and their approach to employing returned migrant workers in their 
firm.
In Chapter X, "The Education of Migrant Workers' Children Abroad 
and on Return", migrants' children's placement in the schooling system
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abroad and at home are discussed. In particular, social situation, 
school attendance abroad and at home, educational problems abroad 
and at home, the attitudes of migrants’ children towards their 
experiences of living in the host society, problems of children’s 
re-integration into the home society, and returned migrants' 
attitudes towards the education of their children are investigated.
The subjects were children who went abroad as dependants of migrants 
and then returned home rather than those who remained at home while 
their parents were abroad.
For this chapter, data was not only collected from interviews 
of returned migrants, but also obtained from students of two 
primary schools, two middle schools, and two lycees. The schools 
were selected from the areas in the city of Kayseri heavily 
populated by migrants. The sample comprised 73 students who had 
stayed abroad with their parents or one parent for at least 10 months, 
and then returned home. The sample was chosen solely on the basis 
of the length of time spent abroad, and of having been abroad 
as a migrant workers’ dependant.
The students at the schools were visited at least three times. 
They were interviewed and asked to write a composition on "The Life 
of Migrant Workers' Family Abroad and on Return". In addition, 
several groups of students from the middle schools and lycees 
discussed migrant families and children's social life abroad and 
on return; the discussion was recorded and notes were taken.
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THE TURKISH BACKGROUND TO LABOUR MIGRATION
TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS IN WESTERN 
EUROPE
Turkish migration to Europe, mainly to West Germany, began 
in the late 1950s when the students completing their education and 
workers on visits for training purposes, stayed to take jobs. The 
magnitude of the early flow is difficult to gauge because workers 
often migrated illegally, owing to difficulties in obtaining passports. 
The new constitution of 1961 established the citizen’s right to 
travel after the overthrow in May i960 of the Turkish Government, 
which was seized on as an opportunity for a social revolution. A 
group of officers in the ruling junta, civil servants, politicians, 
and intellectuals, proposed a dramatic increase in the scope and 
depth of government policy in order to hasten developments and to 
anticipate changes in the economic structure. The beginning of 
manpower emigration, however, largely escaped notice by the Turkish 
Government departments, until the early 1960s.^^ When the Turkish 
First Five-year Plan (1963 - 1967) appeared, 27,000 - 30,000 Turkish 
workers were already working abroad, and planning authorities 
accepted "export of surplus manpower" as an aspect of the employment 
policy. However, the Turkish Government only managed to establish 
vital organizations for the "export of surplus manpower" after the 
number of migrant workers abroad reached 176,000.
^^Nermin abadan, Bati Almanyadaki Turk iscileri ve sorunlari,
(Turkish workers and their problems in West Germany),
D.P.T. yayini, Ankara 1964, p. 278.
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At the beginning of the migration movement, migrant workers’ 
recruitment for employment abroad, was organized by informal - V  
organizations or private firms. This was only transferred to 
state organizations, (such as Turkish State Employment Service 
and host country employment services), after Turkey as a labour 
exporting country signed bilateral agreements with the labour 
receiving' countries. Turkey signed its first bilateral agreement 
with the Federal Republic of Germany on October 30th, 1961. This 
agreement was followed by a series of treaties with Austria,
The Netherlands, and Belgium in 1964, France and Sweden in 1967 
and Australia in 1968, etc. All bilateral agreements included 
"access to employment", and "family allowances", but each bilateral 
agreement approached "social security" from a different point of 
view.^^ Turkey signed agreements with England (1961) and 
Switzerland (l97l), which covered only "social security".
Although Turkey is a very new labour exporting country, in 
the course of the second half of the twentieth century, it has 
become a major participant in this migration movement. Turkish 
workers, started to leave home in the early 1960s (as a legal 
movement). They went to Western Europe, mainly to West Germany, 
as temporary recruited labour under the name of guest workers 
"Gastarbeiter". This migration movement has not been characterized 
as spontaneous emigration because it has been encouraged by the 
Turkish Government, and also mainly arranged by Turkish state 
organizations and some organizations in the receiving countries.
I.C.M.C. (international Catholich Migration Commission),
" Comparative study on the legal and social situation of 
E.E.C. and non-E.E.C." Migrant Workers. Geneva. /1975.
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In other -words, state agreements and encouragement of labour 
e x p o r t a t i o n  have played one of the niost important roles in the 
migration movement.
/
Turkish migrant workers’ migration movement showed a very rapid 
increase in this period, going up by more than 45 times. There were
16.000 Turkish migrant workers in Europe in 1962, (0.5% of the total 
number of foreign workers in Europe). This went up to 724,000 persons 
in 1974, by which time the figure had reached 9% of the total number 
of foreign workers in E u r o p e . ( T h e  1973 economic crisis in 
Europe, affected most Turkish migrant receiving countries, some of 
these banned recruiting workers from Turkey in 1974).
According to a Turkish Employment .Service statement (Table 3.l) 
81% of Turkish migrant workers were sent to Vest Germany, some
648.000 persons between 1961 and 197^ - The total number of Turkish
migrant workers who departed for Europe through .the Turkish Employment
Service was 7 9 9 , 3 3 7 , but the exact number of Turkish migrant workers 
in Europe was unknown, due to some migrants 'going- ,= abroad through 
unofficial channels, such as "tourist”, "dependants" or "upon 
invitation from relatives, friends", seeking employment. Some found
a job and legalised their position as migrant workers and others 
travelled around Europe seeking employment. In Turkey, according to 
the authorities, it is generally accepted that only three quarters of
Turkish migrant workers departed abroad in order to find a job through
V.F.T.U. (World Federation of Trade Unions) "Migrant workers 
and their problems", V.F.T.U. Prague March 1976, p.6 .
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the Turkish Employment Service recruitment, while a quarter went 
abroad through unofficial channels. Nowadays the number of 
migrant workers who returned home and who remained abroad is unknown, 
and there is no statistical-datq available. During the 1967 and 1973 
economic crises, labour migration was affected because Turkish labour 
receiving countries reduced their intake of foreign manpower 
and thus the Turkish Employment Services also cut down on the 
recruitment of migrant workers.
Table 3 .1. THE NUMBER OF TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS WORKING . ....
IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES OF EUROPE BETWEEN 1961 AND 1974
Countries Male Female Total Percent Of
West Germany 505,976 138,626 648,602 81.14
Australia 4,454 528 4,928 0 .6 2
Austria 30,938 4,164 35,448 4.39
Belgium 15,712 19 15,448 1.93
France 50,712 219 50,531 6.37
Holland 23,857 184 24,041 3 .00
England (Britain) 1,953 137 2,090 0 .2 6
Switzerland 5,633 929 6 ,9 6 2 0.92
Others 11,454 123 11,562 1.44
TOTAL 654,408 144,929 799,337 100.07
Source: Turkish Employment Service Documents.
According to the Turkish Ministry of Labour in 1979, the
latest figures for Turkish migrant workers abroad were 751,225 workers*
R.E.Krane(Ed)'Manpower Mobility Across Cultural Boundaries; The 
case of Turkey and W. Germany E.J. Brill, 1975, p.164.
"Using European work permit statistics as an indices, it is 
estimated that those workers officially sent abroad constitute 
approximately 75 -80^ of all Turks who have emigrated from 
Turkey since 1961 to work for a foreign firm abroad."
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Including their families the number was 1,694,842 persons. (Table 3 .2).
Table 5.2. THE NUMBER OF TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS AND THEIR FAMILIES
WHO WERE IN DIFFERENT COUNTRIES OF EUROPE AND THE
- - MIDDLE EAST IN 1979.
Number of Number of Number of Migrants
Migrant
Workers
Migrant
Spouses ages 0 -6
children 
ages 7-18
Total
West Germany 517,467 227,833 178,700 241,700 1,165,700
Holland 43,992 21,275 13,809 15,115 94,191
France 39,000 17,874 11,100 12,550 80,524
Austria 26,055 7 ,000 6,000 7,500 46,555
Belgium 16,937 12,211 12,478 17,780 59,406
Switzerland 16,662 3,400 4,868 5 ,688 29 ,618
Denmark 7,352 1,000 2 ,100 2 ,900 13,352
Sweden 4,760 2,341 3,563 3,832 14,496
Saudi Arabia 35,000 2 ,000 1,000 2,000 40,000
Libya 20,000 1,500 800 1,200 23,500
Australia 14,000 1,000 1,000 1,500 17,500
Others 15,000 1,000 1,500 2,500 20,000
Total 751,22,5 298,434 236,918 314,265 1,694,842
Source: The Turkish Ministry of Labour’s Official Report in 1979.
TURKISH MIGRATION POLICY
Turkey's migration policy seems to have been poorly informed and 
slow to adapt to major changes in the migration cycle. The first time 
that the Turkish Government took action and accepted the ”de facto" 
migration to Europe as "exporting surplus manpower" was in 1963 in 
the First Five Year Plan". In fact, Turkish migrants started to 
migrate to Europe in the late 1950s. Governments have seen migration 
primarily in terms of a return flow of remittances and a relief on 
the pressure of unemployment by sending a large number of workers.; 
abroad, while recognising on paper the dangers in the loss of skilled
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labour. Other than this policy, no attempt has been made to
establish major guidelines and objectives with respect to the
proper utilization of Turkish migrant manpower potential ! abroad.
Thus, provisions to maximise remittance flows and other benefits,
especially policies for the relocation of the migrant workers
( 2 )
upon their return to Turkey have not taken shape. J In fact, 
under the- present conditions, it is not possible for the Turkish 
state and Government to establish a general policy regarding the 
’’export of surplus manpower” apart from using their powers to direct 
the flow of manpower abroad and influence the activities of Turks 
in Europe. Major Turkish labour receiving countries have already 
banned recruiting migrant workers from Turkey after 1974. It is 
essential that the "export of workers" be taken as one of the 
controlled variables in' planning and programming procedures in 
Turkey. Turkey seems unable to control any part of this manpower 
trade,* all these rights in selecting and organising have already 
been achieved on paper and put into practice by the countries which
(3)"import" the manpower. 7
(1 .P.T. First Five Year Plan (1963 - 1967),D.P.T,, Ankara 1963, p.222.
/ 9 \
'“7Ya?ar Yaser, "The Turkish Workers Abroad and Their Problems",
A presented paper to CENTO conferens, Ankara, February 1972) P-H 
"There is not any certain government policy on migration which 
searches a manpower trade abroad, for sending Turkish migrants 
abroad, solving the problems which migrant workers meet abroad, 
relocation of returnees upon their return home etc."
^^John Berger and Jean Mohr, A Seventh Man , Penguin, 1975, PP« 6^ - 58, 
"Gave a description of recruitment of Turkish migrant workers for 
jobs abroad, particularly to West Germany."
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RECRUITMENT AND ALLOCATION OF WORK FOR TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS
Currently in Turkey there are two principal agencies, one 
foreign, the other domestic, -which channel workers into jobs 
abroad. These are the Bureau for Employment and Insurance of 
West Germany, with its main office in Istanbul, the relevant office 
for recruitment in Holland and Australia is in Ankara. The other 
Turkish labour receiving countries arrange the formalities in their 
consulates, and of more immediate interest, there is the Employment 
Bureau of the Turkish Ministry of Labour. In general, the Turkish 
Employment Bureau serves to establish and carry out a local Turkish 
Employment Service, and gathers information about jobs, to correlate 
the supply and demand for labour, and preparesand publishes .lists .of 
employers and employees in various categories of trades and crafts.
The aspirant migrant worker applies to the nearest local 
Employment Service (T.E.S.), where he is interviewed, after which 
his skills, experience and occupation (as determined from the 
interview) are recorded. Nothing further happens until the T.E.S. 
offer a vacancy suitable for this worker. He is then despatched to 
the host country's co-ordinating office in Istanbul or in Ankara for 
a final check, including a medical. An applicant who applies for a 
job abroad, before being placed on a "waiting list", must be literate 
and between the ages of 18 to 35 (45 if skilled). After 1972 the 
age limit was reduced for male unskilled applicants to the age of 25 
or for male skilled the age of 40.^^
^^Nermin Abadan-Unat}. Turkish Workers in Europe - I960 - 1975 '
E.J. Brill 1976, p.8. "One million persons to register for placement 
in a foreign country by the end of 1973- Since the trend to work 
abroad produced a very encouraging public opinion, minimum restrictive 
measures were brought in the form of administrative limitations.
Thus since 1972 the age for official placement has been reduced due 
to the very high number of applications.
k3
Men must have completed military service, although exceptions to 
20 year olds were granted to vocational school graduates. An 
employer might recruit a particular worker directly (by name) in 
which case they are notified by their national employment commission, 
so that the worker may jump the queue for despatch. In the late 
1960s, a great number of workers went abroad for employment by this 
method of,"name-calling", some workers gave their employer their 
neighbours’ or relatives' names, in order that they too could jump 
the queue. According to the local T.E.S., in the area of Kayseri, 
apx^roximately half of all migrant workers from rural areas, departed 
abroad through this channel, e.g. in the village of Kupeli, in Kayseri, 
more than half of the manpower went to Holland for employment after 
the first two men who left for work in Holland gave the names of 
their neighbours to their employers in the late 1960s. Now half of 
the men abroad from the village of Kupeli work and live in Lander 
Twentieth- (Holland).
The Turkish Employment offices' long waiting list,led to the intro­
duction of a new age limit for applicants which resulted in an increase 
either in "tourist migration" or nominative demands'"name:calling’in the 
early 1970s, and there is no doubt that large numbers of "tourists" 
succeeded in legalizing their status. According to the Turkish 
Employment Service records for 1965 - 1975, 258,244 migrants were 
sent abroad on nominative damands, (33.8^ of the total number of 
migrants), but between 1972 and 197  ^the nominative call proportion 
was up to 40f c . ( ^  This represents a significant number of migrants 
who had not been subjected to Turkish Employment Service control and 
standards.
^^Samuel S. Lieberman and Ali S. Gitman, "Turkey" In R. Krane,(ec0 
Labour Migration in Europe, Praeger Publishers, 1979, p.205.
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THE SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHAHACTERISTICS OF TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS 
BEFORE DEPARTURE
iD-istributiqn by Sex:
According to the Turkish Employment Service.records, during the 
period 1961 - 1974 there .was .a . large rise in the proportion of 
women in official migrant departures; from 5$ in 196l, 10$ in 1963,
16$ in 1970-1, to 20.3$ in 1973. In the years 1961 - 1975, approximately 
146,137 female migrant workers were sent abroad through -.the official 
channels, thus, the proportion of women migrant workers was 18$, while 
that of male workers was 82$. However, the actual proportion of 
Turkish women workers abroad is more likely to be at a lower level than 
the official figures.suggest due to a greater number.of men^th^n, women 
especially from rural areas, departing abroad through unofficial 
channels such as "tourist workers" or "nominative call”.
In Turkey, numbers of women workers are still disproportionately 
low in ierrns of their share in the economically active population, which 
amounted to 38$ in 1965, 37$ in 1970, and 38.4$ in 1975* Nearly 10$ 
of female workers were engaged in the non-agricultura1 sector in 1970-71. 
However, during the period of emigration abroad, the proportion of 
female workers from the non-agricultura1 sector substantially fell. 
According to T.E.S. continued survey data, the proportion of female 
migrant workers who had previously been employed in the non-agricultural 
labour force was 29$ in the 1968 survey, 19$ in 1969 and 15$ in 1971.
Although the proportion of women among Turkish workers has been 
rising and that of those from the longer established exporting countries
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declining slightly, Turkey still has a relatively low proportion 
of female workers in its migrant worker stock abroad (particularly 
when compared with Greece.
Regional Origin
In Turkey, over 20 years, it can be observed that the migration 
flow to Western Europe, has started to extend from bit cities to the 
developed areas, then from the developed areas to the less developed 
part of Turkey. According to Abadan’s survey sample in 1963* carried 
out in West Germany, 51.1$ of the migrant workers came from three 
bit cities, namely Istanbul k l . V f c , Ankara, 5.7^ and Izmir 4 . 3 The 
early Turkish migrant workers were less constrained in deciding 
whether or not to go abroad and how long to stay there. An example 
from the Turkish newspaper, (l November, 1961, Hurriyet) runs as 
follows: "The third worker's bus to West Germany departed about five 
hours late, due to one worker at the last minute changing his mind about 
going to Germany". However, in migrants’ letters home, and when the 
first migrants return home for any reason, e.g. for holidays, they talk 
in glowing terms, to friends and neighbours about their experiences, at 
the same time, newspapers and radios carry reports, and more and more 
people in the country hear about the apparently easy way of earning 
unheard of wages abroad. This great attraction of employment abroad 
together with the inadequacies of the home labour market, have led 
great numbers of persons to register for placement in a foreign country. 
In the area of original migration, it was the hitherto hesitant married 
workers who then joined the stream without their families with
^^Suzanne Paine, Exporting Workers, The Turkish Case, 
Cambridge University Press, London 1974, p.72.
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the intention of returning home to the wife and children as soon 
as possible.
t
The T.E.S. continued survey results showed that the three big 
cities importance in the migration flow was reduced. Previously, the 
number in-1.974 had bem given as 16.0% . The Table 3-3 shows, however,that 
during the period of 1963 to 1973, nearly half of the Turkish migrant 
workers who were sent abroad seeking employment through the 
official channels, came from the eight.mos.t developed provinces 
out of 67 provinces of Turkey. The biggest metropolitan cities of 
Turkey, namely Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir, in particular played the 
most important role in the population, migration movement to Europe. 
Comparatively, the eight provinces from where very few migrant workers 
were sent abroad, are the less developed provinces of Turkey, situated 
in the Eastern part of Turkey.
Table 3.3. . -_. OF THE 67 PROVINCES OF TURKEY, 
PROPORTIONS OF IMMIGRANT WORKERS
THE 8 HIGHEST AND 
DURING THE PERIOD
LOWEST 
1967 - 1973
Province
A High Proportion of Migrants A Smaller Proportion of 
Departed Abroad from the Migrants Departed Abroad 
Province from the Province
$ Province $
Istanbul 20.5 Hakkari 0.01
Ankara 7.8 Bitlis 0.02
Izmir 5.2 Van 0 .0 6
Konya 2.9 Siirt 0.07
Zanguldak 2.8 Agri 0 .1 6
Trabzon 2.6 Adiyaman 0.17
Denizli 2.5 Mardin 0.27
Balikesis 2.4 Bingo1 0.28
Total 46.7 1.04
Source: I.I.B.K. Yurt disinda Turk iscileri ve donus Eqilimleri 
I'.I.B.K. Yayini No. 114, 1974. (T.E.S."Turkish migrant 
workers and their tendency of return home”. T.E.S. Publication, 
No. 114, Ankara 1974| p. 4-6.
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According to the Table A. 2 East Anatolia and the Mediterranean 
have always supplied a relatively low proportion of migrants as compared 
to the other provinces. The main changes over the decade can be 
seen clearly from the table, which shows that the relative shares 
of five 't.o six regions rose, the exception being Marmera, whose 
relative share fell substantially, though its province remained 
overall the largest supplier. Indeed even in those East Anatolian 
and Mediterranean regions where the relative share did rise, the 
increase was only slightly a lower proportion of migrants than 
their share in the total population.
RURAL AND URBAN ORIGINS
The various survey results are summarized in the Table. A.3* 
by far the most significant trend has been the increase in those 
living in rural areas before departure. The first survey, Abadan 
in 1963, showed that migrant workers in West Germany who departed 
from rural areas were few, only 18.2%. Ten years later, in 1973> the 
T.E.S. survey gavd the number for migrant workers who departed abroad 
from rural areas of Turkey, as 44% shared among the total migrant 
population. The proportion of village migrant workers rose sub­
stantially during the late half of the 1960s, though it seems to 
have been falling somewhat since then. This increase was of course 
partly attributable to improved recruitment procedures: indeed 
"the appearance of a recent decline may be due to the lengthening 
of the waiting list for unskilled male applicants (now estimated at 
about 10 years), an increasing proportion of applicants from villages
Suzanne Paine, Exporting Workers: The Turkish Case, Cambridge
University Press, 1976, p.75*
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may have moved to urban areas in the hope of increasing their 
incomes before their applications to work abroad were accepted." 
Nevertheless, it might be necessary to mention here that the age 
limit of unskilled manual applicants was reduced from 35 years to 
25 years and as most unskilled workers came from the rural areas, 
the proportion of migrant workers from rural backgrounds was 
substantially affected.
In spite of an increasing share of rural workers in migrant 
worker departures, this comes nowhere near to the proportion of 
such workers amongst the indigenous population as a whole. In 
i960, 67°jo in 1965 65$, in 1970 6l$ and in 1975 59$ of the population 
lived in rural areas.
SKILL LEVEL OF TURKISH MIGRANTS BEFORE DEPARTURE
The dangers of exporting skilled labour were cited in planning 
documents of Turkey. As a matter of fact, despite the qualifications 
which must necessarily accompany attempts to measure skill level in 
Turkish developing industry, no special criteria or procedures to 
monitor or control this flow have been instituted. Various explan­
ations have been advanced for the Turkish workers’ acceptance in the 
West European labour market, particularly in West Germany. It might 
be concluded that qualifications and the social mobility of Turkish 
workers is one of the major reasons for the labour receiving countries 
preference. Turkish workers have been, until the recent interruption 
of crecruitment, the highest percentage of skilled workers abroad, 
while other Mediterranean countries were much more reluctant to give 
up their skilled labour force., (Table A..4, ). According to the German
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labour recruitment office, "Bundesanstalt fur Arbeit" through
officially recruited foreign manpower, the proportion of skilled
'
Turkish migrant workers was higher than other nationalities in 
West Germany.
In Turkey, all surveys to date have brought out the relatively 
high proportion of skilled workers among the migrant workers. In 
the case of the Abadan survey in 1963, this figure was approximately 
50$. According to the Turkish Employment service surveys of 1967* 
1968, 1969 and 1971j skilled plus semi-skilled workers amounted to 
6 0 5 5 fo , 54$ and 5 0 fo . In 1971, Aker's sample gave the proportion 
of skilled or semi-skilled positions before departure as being 69$. 
The State Planning Organization survey in 1974 on returned migrant 
workers found that 67^ had held skilled positions prior to departure. 
In fact, Turkish Employment office data, (Table 3.4), based on 
official departures gives a lower figure; 30.6 fo in 1966 to June 
1975, skilled Turkish migrant recruitment in 1970s rose respectively.
TABLE 3.4. TURKISH SKILLED MIGRANT WORKERS WHO WERE SENT ABROAD BY 
THE TURKISH EMPLOYMENT SERVICE AND GERMAN RECRUITMENT 
- BUREAU IN ISTANBUL.
Years
T.E.S. Statistics 
Numbers $
■Bnndesailstalt Fur—  
Arbeit's Statistics 
Numbers %
1966 8,918 25.9 -■ 3 1 .2
1967 2,788 31.1 - 32.8
1968 12,086 28.0 10,944 26.4
1969 25,401 24.4 27,719 28.2
1970 35,010 27.0 32,545 34.0
1971 31,537 35.7 29,556 46.3
1972 28,743 33.7 18,906 30.3
1973 47,105 34.7 30,08** 29.7
1974 7,254 35.9 - -
June 1975 704 35.5
Total 199,546 30.6
Source: Abadan Unat and others, Goc ve Geli^me, Ajans Turk Matbacilik 
Ankara 1976, p.24. based on T.E.S. bulletin and Bundesanstalt Fur 
Arbeit's bulletin.
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In practice, the recruitment of skilled labour by anonymous 
call has not been governed by the criteria affecting unskilled 
labour. Priority in allocation is given to the provinces with the 
greatest proportion of skilled labour on their waiting lists. This 
is important for increasingly in the late 1960s and 1970s, demands 
for labour were demands for skilled workers. The numbers of skilled 
applicants on the waiting lists substantially increased. The 
proportion of skilled appliclants in 1969 was 18#, 1971 - 22.7#, in 
1973 - 31.2# and in 1974 - 32.6#.
There is no doubt that the Turkish migrant workers were
relatively highly skilled compared with the rest of the economically
active manpower in Turkey. Only 33# of the "urban" S.P.O. sample
(2)were unskilled prior to departurev 1 as compared with 64# of those 
employed in Turkish manufacturing industry in 1965 and 59# in 1967.
THE RETURN OF TURKISH MIGRANTS
There is no precise official data about how many Turkish migrant 
workers returned home, how long they stayed abroad and where they 
settled on their return. There are also no Government policies to 
deal with returnees’ relocation in job vacancies or integration into 
the social or economic life of Turkey.
^^R. Penninx and H.V. Renselaar, "Bugunku Avrupa Ekonomisindeki
Purgunluktan Onceki ve Sonraki Turk Isci Gocunun Evrimi" (Turkish 
migration to Europe Before and After Economic crises), 1'nN.Abandan 
Unat and Others (ed) "Goc ve Gelisme" (migration and Development),^
Ajans Turk Matbaasi, Ankara, 1976, p.25., and I.I.B.K., "is ve Isgucu 
Biiltenleri" (Employment and Labour Bulletin) No. 156, 1974.
^^Suzanne Painne, Exporting Workers: The Turkish Case, Cambridge University 
Press, 1974, p.82. "this includes for instance, agricultural workers 
who moved to urban areas on their return; 62# of the "urban" sample had 
been employed in industry prior to departure. Over three quarters of 
those from manufacturing industry were skilled.
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In Turkey, it is understood that only a few detailed surveys 
have been made of migrants after their return. Tuna's in 1966 
and the State Planning Organisation (S.P.O.) in 1971 and 1974.
Both these surveys give only a brief description of returnees; 
in particular of the tendency of the migrants to return home. The 
two recent studies of returned migrant workers are: Krane's
(1975) ^  study on returnees involved in three industrially 
advanced provinces which researched the effect of migration 
experiences on returnees and the effect of migration on the 
Turkish labour market; Yasa (1979) Who carried out his research 
on returned migrants who settled in the society of origin in rural 
areas. He was interested in how migrant workers and families were 
affected by the Western Industrial Society, by the duration of their 
stay in immigrant countries and how they have affected their society 
of origin. Others have also enquired into migrants’ post return 
intentions, (e.g. Turkish Employment Service, 19&9, 1971 and 1974; 
Aker (1970-1) and Abadan (1971) completed a few short case histories 
of returned workers.
'Ronald E. Krane, (Ed) Manpower Mobility Across Cultural Boundaries; 
The case of Turkey and West Germany, E.J. Brill, Leiden, 1975, 
p.l6l. Described his work; "In the broadest sense, the objectives 
of the field study were two-fold; (l) to define demographic 
characteristics and motivations of the migrant and to determine 
wiiat socio-economic and socio-cultura1 effects the migration 
experience has upon the lives of returned migrants: (2) to learn
what discernable effects the migration movement had had upon the 
Turkish labour market, with reference to the three selected 
regional markets of Izmir, Kocaeli and Zonguldak.
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The majority of Turkish migrant workers intended to stay abroad 
temporarily, like the other Mediterranean basin workers, for two to 
three years. They wished to return home with their savings and to 
settle into a new life at home. However, it can be seen from the 
Turkish Employment Service’s continued surveys, that as time goes by 
Turkish migrants expected to stay abroad for increasingly long 
periods. (Table 3.5.).
TABLE 3.5. THE LENGTH OF TIME WHICH TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS EXPECT 
TO SPEND ABROAD.
Expectation of 
Staying Abroad
00
VOav ^ 1971
fo
1974
fo
More than 5 years 5.94 28.77 30.00 •
4 to 5 years 11.32 29.15 17.00
3 to 4 years 11.90 13.26 8.90
2 to 3 years 45,07 13.20 8.80
1 to 2 years 19.33 10.34 6.28
Source: T.E.S. Surveys in 1968 - 1971 - 1974.
Note: These results have been taken from migrant workers before
their departure abroad.
According to surveys on returned migrant workers the length 
of stay of Turkish migrant workers abroad is increasing, presumably 
because the hope of finding an occupation at home is decreasing 
and/or their adaptation to the developed industrial civilisation 
of the host society is increasingly occurring in the immigration
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country. The S.P.O. 1974 Survey (Table -3*6) reported a mean 
length of stay abroad of 2 years 8 months, (only around 22^ had 
stayed abroad for one year or less); this is higher than that of 
Tuna’s Marmara survey in 1966.
TABLE 3.6. NUMBERS 
WORKERS
AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF 
BY DURATION OF STAY ABROAD.
TURKISH MIGRANT
The Period of Stay 
Abroad
No. dft° No . 1o No.
less than 6 months 25 7.3 25 7.7 - -
6 months to one year 49 14.4 43 13.3 6 35.3
1 years to 2 years 98 28.4 96 29.3 2 11.8
2 years to 3 years 79 23.0 79 24.4 - -
3 years to 4 years 46 13.4 44 13.6 2 11.8
4 years to 5 years 25 7.3 • 21 6.5 4 23.4
5 years to 6 years 8 2.3 7 2.2 1 5.9
6 years to 7 years 6 1.8 6 1.8 - -
More than 7 years 6 1.8 4 1.2 2 11.8
Total 342 100.0 325 100.0 17 100.0
Source: State Planning Organisation Survey, 1974.
'Bernard Kayser, Cyclically-determined homeward flows of migrant 
workers and the effects of emigration, O.E.C.D., Paris 1972, p.21 
Kayser came to these conclusions upon the reports of I. Baucic on 
Yugoslavian migrant workers. Migrant workers who have spent 
longer periods in foreign employment intend to stay abroad much 
longer... This means that the longer migrant workers stay in 
employment abroad, the more they become adapted to' their new 
environment and the more they realise that the conditions for 
their return are unfavourable.
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nearly two-thirds of whom had remained abroad for one year or less.
The Turkish Employment Service found that Turkish workers1 mean 
length of stay rose substantially between their 1967» 1968, 1969 and 
1974 surveys, but had fallen exceptionally in their 1971 survey: 20fo
of the 1967 sample had worked abroad for 3 years or more, as compared 
with h .2 <fo  of the 1968 survey, 62^ of the 1969 survey, 36$ of the 1971 
survey and 51^ of the 1974 survey.
It is argued that during the 1967 and 1973 economic recession
in Europe, Turkish migrant workers were less affected than other 
(2)
nation's workers. 7 At the same time, a great number of Italian 
and Greek workers returned to their country of origin. Various 
research has revealed that some Turkish migrant workers have been 
maintained in their occupation by some manufacturing firms, some 
others were driven to other sectors such as the construction and
service sections, and others were sent home for a long-term vacation
(to wait for the end of the economic recession). However, it is 
understood that some Turkish migrants who were out of work just stayed 
in the immigrant country by sharing places and food with their 
countrymen and relatives, waiting for the end of recession in the 
hope of finding employment.
^^O.E.C.D., Emigrant Workers Returning to their Home Country, Paris 
1967, p.42. "According to "Herbst Report", Duration of stay in 
the Federal Republic of Germany for migrant workers as at the end 
October 1965' Half the foreign workers remain less than two years 
in Germany; the proportion of Turkish migrants shared a higher 
proportion with 80.2°Jo by remaining less than two years, of these 
41.5/& made their way home permanently within a year.
(2)v 7Bernard Kayser, Cyclically-determined homeward flows of migrant 
workers and the effects of Emigration, O.E.C.D., 1972, p.11. 
"Between September *1966 and March, 1967, the number of foreign 
workers in Germany fell considerably, but the recession seems to 
have affected Turks less than other workers."
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A Turkish migrant worker axqpears to have hesitated from going 
hack home before achieving his aims because the unemployment situation 
was worse than when he had left the country. (The official figure of 
unemployment rose substantially during the early 1960s tothe late 
1970s, from around 6<fo to 18%). Abadan came to (in Kayseri 1972) the 
conclusion that itwo.contradictory, phenomena were moreover apparent;
"The Turkish workers in Germany felt more alone and isolated during 
the crisis which certainly made them realise the marginal life that 
they led; at the same time they considered that they attained a higher 
social status on leaving home than those who remained behind and they 
did not want to go back as unskilled workers." It may also reasonably 
be argued that migrant workers, particularly "tourist" workers, who go 
abroad borrow some money from their relatives and friends or sell some 
part of their property for their journey and initial expenses abroad. 
Most of those, leave their family at'home, who are economically 
dependent on them, thus they feel responsible for sending remittances 
for their survival as much as for saving money abroad for their own 
and their familyUs future.
In fact, there is no Government policy on the preparation of jobs 
for returning migrants. This makes them reluctant to go back to Turkey 
unless the re, • is , a job waiting for them.^^
(!)
O.E.C.D., International Management Seminar, Athens ( 1966. 
"All spokesmen agreed that there was one major reason why 
migrant workers return to their home countries, which 
constitutes a' problem on an international scale; The 
existance of "demand" and "supply of jobs" in respect of 
migrant workers which are not adequately matched."
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TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS1 EMPLOYMENT ABROAD AND ON RETURN HOME
Turkish migrant workers abroad not only want to bring "their 
sum of savings" back home, they also wish to bring back experience 
and benefit from their training abroad. The Turkish Government also 
expects them to bring new experience for the country’s future 
development policy, even though no preparatory measures have been 
made for this.^^ Most observers from the immigrant countries claim 
that the migrant workers may receive vocational and technological 
skills which are necessary for their country of origin’s develop­
ment, A. former President of the Bundesanstalt fur Arbeit (German 
Federal Labour Office) in Castles and Kosach (1973) stated:
"By allowing foreign workers to enter, many people have been 
given work and a living. This is probably the most important 
development aid given by the Federal Republic. So far in context, 
account must be taken not only of the wages transferred home by 
foreign workers, but also of the certainly more valuable 
contribution made by returning migrants. These foreign 
workers have gained vocational and specialist skills which 
in the long run are even more useful to their countries of 
origin."
Generally speaking, however, in the immigrant countries, firms 
hesitate to give training to their immigrant employees because they 
find that it takes longer to train a migrant worker even for a
'Speeches of the Prime Minister B. Ecevit in 1978 to migrant workers 
during his visit to West Germany and Switzerland, "We expect from 
all of our migrant workers, working in industrial countries to 
bring to Turkey new Industrial skills for Turkey’s development 
more than the sum of savings earned abroad."
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semi-skilled job, from the point of view of language and the 
educational barrier. In fact, the German survey in the Autumn of 
1968 showed that the Turks’ linguistic skills were worse than those 
of Italians, Greeks and Spaniards. Naturally Turkish migrants’ poor 
language ability seriously affects their work abroad. In the S.P.O. 
197  ^survey, only 71. 8$ claimed that they could understand a foreign 
language, 20.6$ that they could read one and 19$ that they could write 
one, despite the fact that they had been abroad for an average of 
2 years,8 months and the respondents themselves were assessing their 
own linguistic standards. According to Kudat’s survey (1976) in West 
Berlin of Turkish migrants’ knowledge of German, 6 7.7$ of her sample 
had "very little" knowledge of German, 32.3$ had a "fair" knowledge 
of German.
Most Turkish migrant workers yho„ are doing undesirable work on a
heavy factory line^^ are doing overtime to look after themselves
and their families left at home, and are also saving as much money as
(2)they can which is their most important aim in being abroad. '  They 
have got no time to spare to take vocational training or technical
'S. Paine, Exporting Workers: The Turkish Case, Cambridge University 
Press, 1974, p.90. "Even more so than other migrant worker 
nationalities abroad, Turks are highly concentrated in the 
manufacturing and construction sectors. In 1970 and 1971} 8k$ 
and 81$ respectively of Turkish workers in Germany were employed 
in these sectors as compared with under 50$ of the indigenous 
German labour force."
S.P.O. - 197** survey gave the proportion of returned migrant workers 
abroad in manufacturing industry as 9**$.
2^0.E.C.D. Emigrant Workers Returning to their Home Country: The
Final Report, O.E.C.D. Paris 19^ 7, p.59. "In many cases immigrant 
workers set themselves the primary aim of merely earning as much 
money as possible in the quickest possible time. They are seldom 
disposed to make the sacrifices of time and money demanded by 
vocational training and further training."
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courses, if their firms do not allow and pay for them to. Another 
important reason may he that migrant workers work in highly developed 
industrial units in the immigrant countries, receiving a high level of 
special skills after long term training courses, but they cannot obtain 
jobs which would utilise these skills on their return home.
According to the S.P.O. 1974 survey, only 9.4$ of returned migrant 
workers mentioned that they had vocational training courses abroad.
Of the latter, 84$ followed the courses at their work place while 
16$ had them outside their work place. Over three quarters said they 
were given courses of orientation for their work, immediately on their 
recruitment for the job; and about three quarters gave the course 
period as jbeing less than 6 months (9.4$ less than a month, 34.4$
1 - 3  months, 29.1$ 4 - 6 months).
According to data on the employment of migrant workers and their 
skill level in their first and their last occupation abroad, a very 
few migrant workers were promoted to high skill level occupations; 
of Kudat’s sample (1976 in West Berlin^^) only 10$ of Turkish 
migrant workers were promoted from unskilled positions to skilled 
positions in their first occupation abroad; 81.7$ worked as unskilled 
workers in their first jobs and 71.7$ in their last one. The S.P.O. 
1974 survey on returned migrant workers provided more detailed 
information; 69$ of the females, 54$ of the males and 55$ of the 
total sample reported that they were employed in unskilled positions
^^A. Kudat and Y. Oneu, Internal and External Migration Effects on
the Experience of Foreign Workers in Europe, International Institute 
for Comparative Social Studies of the Science Centre, Berlin 
1976, p.87.
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during their first year abroad, as compared with 50$, 36$ and 37$
respectively after three years being abroad. Furthermore, more than
half of the respondents left the country of employment before
completing their third years. Among the latter, numbers of
unskilled workers were far higher than those employed in skilled
(1)positions. v 7
The survey also showed that the difference between the migrants1 
skill level at their first and last job was smallest at the higher 
levels; in the first job, 16$ had worked as a master workman or 
higher whereas the corresponding percentage in the last job was 23$.
(2)However, both the S.P.O. and Tuna samples v 7 reported similar
results. The surveys revealed both a high level of occupational
mobility and a considerable difference between the kind of work done
abroad and on return by returnees. In both cases, half of the sample
did the same job on return as they had prior to departure. Work
experience abroad seems to have been of little subsequent use for
most workers. Only 6$ of the S.P.O. 1971 survey workers continued
on their return to Turkey with a job which they had learnt for the
first time while abroad, while another 12$ had the same job (or
(3 )rather job title) before departure while abroad and on return.' 7
^^The Turkish S.P.O. 1974 survey data seem to support Bohning’s hypotheses 
that skilled migrant workers tend to remain abroad longer.
(2) 0. Tuna and H. Ekin, Turkiyeden Almanya ya isci gocu; Akimi ve 
meseleleri, s<?pmet matbaasi, Istanbul., 1966, p.57
(3)' 7 International Migration of Labour and its Repercussions, 0 .E.C.D. 
Observer, No.47j 1970. "The question of the employment of returning 
migrants was one of the major concerns of the O.E.C.D. specialists 
engaged in the surveys, but completion of data was rendered difficult 
by the fact that returning migrants tend not to go into jobs which 
are appropriate to their skills or at least the specialised training 
or work discipline they acquired abroad. Instead they find themselves 
places in the traditional economy in the craft trades or services 
and in any case prefer to set up for themselves.
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B. Kayser (1972)'^7 emphasised that "Turkish workers in Germany 
are generally reluctant to look foria job in Turkish industry. This
is clear from the surveys carried out during holiday periods by the
Turkish Employment Service which covered over 13,000 returned workers 
in 1967, 1968 and 1969; only 328 men and 46 women said that they
wanted to find a job in a factory. Added to this, employers for
their part are not very keen according to Krahenbuhl to recruit 
workers who have come back from an industrial country."
According to S6P.O. 1971 survey, only 7$ of the total number of
returned migrants said they returned home because of a job waiting
(2 )for them in Turkey. Comparatively, the Paalo Vigorelli (1969) 
sample shows a higher proportion of returnees of Italian workers - 
29.3$ giving a reason for their return as "a job to go back to in 
Italy".
(3 )
Gitmez-lieberman-Ralle survey sample' 7 examined .Turkish 
migrants’ occupation just after return in 1975 as compared with the 
pre-migration situation. There appears to be a clear shift by 
agricultural and industrial workers, to commerce, sales and 
transportation upon return. All these workers in Europe often 
began in construction or mining jobs and later shifted to higher 
paid indistrial positions in the automotive, heavy metals, or the 
metal fabrication sector.
^'B. Kayser, Cyclically-determined Homeward Flows of Migrant Workers 
and the Effects of Emigration, O.E.C.D. Paris 1972, p.3b.
(^ )p. Vigorelli, "Returning Migrants Re-employed in Italian Industry," 
Migration News, Vol. 18, No. 2, 1969, p.7.
(^)s.S. Lieberman and A. Gitmez, "Turkey" m  R.E. Krane (Ed) International 
Labour Migration in Europe, Praeger Publishers, 1979* P* 212.
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Nearly all survey results agree that there is a net loss in 
the industrial employment of workers on their return home.
63
CHAPTER 4,
INTERNAL MIGRATION AND ECONOMICALLY 
ACTIVE MANPOWER
NATIONAL POPULATION AND URBANIZATION
The population of Turkey was 40,347,719 in 1975. This is an 
increase of 26.7 million over 48 years since the first census was 
taken in 1927 (Table 4.1). The urban population of Turkey has 
increased by 5*1 times whereas the total and rural populations have 
increased by 3 times and 2.3 times respectively since 1927. A 
comparison of figures between 1955 and 1975 with those occurring 
pre-1950s shows that there have been no significant changes in the 
pattern of population growth in Turkey until the mid-1950s.
TABLE 4.1. URBAN AND RURAL POPULATIONS, TURKEY, 1927 - 1975
Year Total Population Urban Population Rural Population
Number Number 1o Number t ,
1927 13,627,270 3,305,879 24.2 10,342,391 75.8
1935 16,158,018 3,802,642 23.5 12,355,376 76.5
1940 17,820,950 4,346,249 24.4 13,474,701 75.6
1945 18,790,174 4,687,102 24.9 14,103,072 75.1
1950 20,947,188 5,244,337 25.0 15,702,851 75.0
1955 24,064,763 6,927,343 28.8 17,137,420 7 1 .2
I960 27,754,820 8,859,731 31.9 18,895,089 68.1
1965 31,391,421 10,805,817 34.4 20,585,604 6 5 .6
1970 35,605,176 13,691,101 38.5 21,914,075 61.5
1975 40,347,719 16,869,068 41.8 23,478,651 58.2
Sources: D.I.E. (State Institute of Statistics) Statistical Year Book
of Turkey, D.I.E. yayini, Ankara 1979, P.9.
Note: General Census taken every 5 years.
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Since the 1950s the patterns of population and settlement have been 
undergoing changes. Turkish villages, towns and cities as socio­
economic units have been involved in this rapid process; the 
settlements of population have been spreading rapidly towards urban 
areas. This means that Turkish population has been directed towards 
the towns or cities, whether the movement is between provinces or within 
a province. . According to the 1950 general census, the urban population 
as a proportion of the total population of Turkey, was 25$, which 
increased to 41.8$ in 1975, while the rural proportion was decreasing 
from 75$ to 5 8.2$.
To understand the effect of migration on the geographical 
distribution of the population, it is necessary to examine whether 
the pattern of migration has changed over the years. Since the 1950s, 
Eastern Thrace (Dogu Marmara), Central Anatolia, Aegean and Cukurova 
have recorded substantial net migration gains; in comparison with 
the eastern part of Turkey, the western part recorded a net migration 
gain. Table A.5shows that in particular, Eastern Anatolia, South 
East Anatolia, Black Sea regions and some Central Anatolian provinces, 
tended to record net migration losses, as a result of migration between 
regions. Nevertheless some provinces such as Diyarbakir, Gaziantep 
and those iri the Eastern part of Turkey which used to record net 
migration losses before 1965, experienced net migration gains, 
especially from their own region, because they have become centres 
of economic development.
In fact, the Turkish immigration movement shows as a general 
characteristic, movement from rural to urban areas. Most economically- 
developed large cities are situated in the western part
6 5
of Turkey.' ' The urbanization rate in three under-developed 
regions of Turkey fell below the national urbanization rate, until 
recently.
Comparing the annual growth rate of total and rural population 
with urban population, the annual growth rate of urban population has 
been increasing substantially since the 1950s, while the rural 
population has been decreasing below the national population rate, 
(Table A.6 . ) .
Although the population increase is continuing at a high rate, 
the concentration of population in urban areas is increasing at an 
even higher rate. A significant aspect of this increase is the 
greater concentration of population in large urban centres of the 
country. More than two thirds of the urban population live in settle­
ments of 50,000 or more inhabitants. Table 4.2 shows that urban areas 
with populations of 500,000 and over contain the highest percentage 
of urban population in the country.
TABLE .4.2. DISTRIBUTION AND ANNUAL GROWTH RATE OF URBAN SETTLEMENT
BY CITY SIZE IN TURKEY 1955 - 1975.
Distribution of Annual Growth
City Size Urban Settlements Rate
1955 I960 1965 1970 1975 1955-65 1965-75
10,000 - 49,999 41.1 36.3 36 .6 34.8 27.9 4.2 3.3
50,000 - 99,999
r—
1
1—
1 17.0 13.3 11.1 9.7 4.9 2 .8
100,000 — 409,999 21.4 17.3 22.1 23.5 28.1 5.7 8.3
500,000 + 23.4 29.4 28.3 30.5 34.3 7.4 7.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 5.4 5.9
Source: Republic of Turkey Prime Ministry State Institute of Statistics 
(D.I.E.), Population Censuses.
^^Rusen Keles,"Bolgesel gelisme ve yurt disina goc",(Regional
Development and Migration Abroad) Turk matbaacilik sanayii, Ankara 
1 9 7 6 , p.155. "The large cities and nearest cities to those which are 
situated in the western part of Turkey, affected the development of 
those provinces not only in Eastern Turkey but also all over Turkey".
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In fact, substantial growth in concentration was recorded by the 
cities with populations of 100,000 and more. However, this "flight 
to the cities" was, from 1950 to 1965, most often in the direction of 
Turkey’s largest cities with populations of over 500,000. Since 1965, 
there has been an urban shift in migration away from the great cities 
like Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir and Adana to the provinces which became 
areas of immigration later, with populations of over 100,000 and tend 
to be near the largest cities, e.g. Bursa, Kocaeli, Takirdag, Konya 
and Kayseri.
However, compared with the migration movements abroad, inter­
migration within the provinces or regions of Turkey, has shown a net 
migration gain within the migration movement and has tended to send 
abroad a far higher proportion of migrants than the provinces 
situated in the East of Turkey, which- have often recorded net migration 
losses. In particular, provinces or cities in Western Turkey, namely 
Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir have always provided a higher proportion 
of emigrant workers abroad, than those cities which have always 
recorded net migration losses. It has been observed from data on 
migrant workers (concerning differing birthplaces and places of 
residence before departure) that many migrant workers take part in 
migration within Turkey before emigration abroad.
Until 1965Ts general census, the province of Kayseri recorded net 
migration losses, compared to the total population of Turkey’s annual 
growth. This latter between 1940 - 50 grew by 1.8%, 1950 - i960 3.2%, 
i960 - 1970 2.9%, 1970 - 1975 2.4%, while the annual growth rates of the 
total population of Kayseri province were, 1.6%, 1.7%, 2.2% and 2.5%.
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However, the city of Kayseri has always recorded net migration gains 
(Table A.7. ). The city’s annual growth rate is higher both than the 
browth of population rate of Turkey and the rest of the province.
The province of Kayseri, particularly the city centre, has gained 
a great number of migrants from within her own rural areas or from 
other, mainly neighbouring, provinces. This is due to the better 
economic and industrial development of the city of Kayseri compared 
with the neighbouring provinces. The city of Kayseri's population 
more than doubled in fifteen years (i960 - 1975). The distribution 
of population by age and sex, throughout the province shows that those • . . 
who were born in other provinces .and then later came to settle in 
the city are mostly males in the younger age groups. (Table A.8.)
The urbanization process in Third World cities (and Turkey is
no exception) seems constantly to be outrunning the ability of the
urban system to provide adequate numbers of jobs for new arrivals
(2)
seeking employment. 1 However, the poor living and working 
conditions in rural areas certainly are a principal motivating factor 
for moving to urban centres. This ..inflow of population from the
'G. Breese, Urbanization in Newly Developing Countries, Prentice-Hall, 
New Jersey.- 1966, p.52. "Industrialization is likely to affect, in 
very significant ways, not the rate of growth of particular urban 
areas, but also the type of growth in urbanization as well as the 
relative level of economic development involved in urbanization."
^D.P.T.4. "Bes Yillik Kalkinma plani" (Five Year Development Plan) 
1979 - 1983. p.74. "Industrial development in Turkey encouraged 
migration within the country, particularly from rural to urban 
areas. Even where no migration measures, were taken in force, a 
high rate of migration has spontaneously occurred within the 
country. During the 1960s the rural-urban movement accelerated 
the urbanization process by 42.6^. This effect increased 
urbanization during the 1970s by about 63$."
68
villages or towns to the cities, often overburdens the capacity 
of the urban governments to provide^  employment, basic services and 
housing for the newcomers. Table 4.3 for example, shows the 
rate of urbanization vis-a-vis the rate of increase in the number 
of workers in the major cities of Turkey.
TABLE 4 .3. URBANIZATION AND EMPLOYMENT, 1965.
Major Cities Number of Workers 
(indexes)
Urbanization
(indexes)
Ankara 232 224
Eskisehir 123 170
Istanbul 149 149
Bursa 102 148
Konya 167 190
Kayseri 180 l6o
Izmir 121 160
Adana 159 166
Gaziantee 66' * 175
Sources: Cevat Geray, sehirlesme ve nedenleri, (urbanization and
causes) Buyuk Belediyelerde sehirlesme sorunlari konferansi,
Turk Belediyecilik Dernegi Publications, Ankara, 1968, p.40.
Note: Indexes show the rate of increase in the number of workers
and urbanization.
Michael P. Todaro;, Economic development in the Third World 
Longman, London. 1981, p.229.
"One of the major consequences of the rapid urban process has 
been the burgeoning supply of urban job seekers. In many 
developing countries the supply of workers far exceeds the 
demand, the result being extremely high rates of unemployment 
and underemployment in urban areas."
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As the table illustrates, only Ankara and Kayseri provided sufficient
employment opportunities for their migrants in the late 1960s.^^
Another problem which the influx of migrants has brought to urban
centres is the development of squatter communities. The squatting
problem may be viewed as part of the larger problem of inadequate
urban housing. Turkey has been faced with this difficulty since
(2 )
the 1950s, when rapid urbanization began. 7 In the 1960s, the 
number of squatter dwellings represented 6 k . 6 f o of all dwelling units 
in Ankara. Similar housing and squatting conditions existed for 
other large cities of Turkey, such as Istanbul with 45^ , Izmir with 33$
and Kayseri with 26$ of their population estimated to be living in 
(3)squatters1 areas. 7 According to the fourth Five Year Plan of
 ^ ^Michael P. Todaro Economic Development in the Third World, 
Longman, London 1981,p.2 36.,
"An understanding of the causes and determinants of rural-urban 
migration and the relationship between migration and relative 
economic opportunities in urban and rural areas is central to 
any analysis of Third World employment problems. Since migrants 
comprise the majority of the urban labour force in developing 
nations, the magnitude of rural-urban migration has been and will 
continue to be the principal determinants of the supply of new 
job seekers."
(2 ) . . .  ■v 7Ibrahim Sanli Internal migration and metropolitan development 
in Turkey Teyo Koll. sti, Istanbul 1976, p.84.,
"Squatting in Turkey is identified with the form of habitation 
which is called "Gecekondu". This is a term which refers to 
buildings "constructed on land belonging to others without 
consent of the owner and without regard to either legislation 
dealing with housing and construction or general regulations". 
According to the results of recent studies carried on by the 
General Directorate of Housing, the squatters were bound to be:
1. living in substandard dwellings in terms of the original
construction.
2. living in a very poor state of sanitation.
3. lacking basic municipal improvements and services.
4. over-crowded.
( 3)v 7Turkish Government,. Ministry, of Reconstruction and Resettlement, 
Turkiyede sehirlesme ve Konut durumu (Urbanization and Housing 
in Turkey), Dogus matbaasi, Ankara, 1966, p.15.
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Turkey, from 1973 to 1976, in three big cities, Istanbul, Ankara 
and Izmir, only 35$ of the total houses were constructed in 
accordance with either legislation dealing with housing and 
construction or legal regulations.^^
MANPOWER OF TURKEY AND SECTORAL DISTRIBUTION OF ECONOMICALLY 
ACTIVE POPULATION.
The national economy of Turkey is based on agriculture. This 
is reflected in the high level of agricultural employment compared 
with other employment sectors. As Table A.9. shows, in 1978 61.2$
of the economically active population (age 15 and over) was employed 
in the agricultural sector. This percentage was even higher during 
the previous censuses. The table also shows a minor increase in the 
industrial and service sectors. In 1962, 10.3$ of the total e.a.p. 
(economically active manpower) was in the industry and construction 
sectors. This proportion increased to 16.5$ in 1978. However, in 
a comparison of the non-agricultura1 sectoral employments, it may be 
observed that the increase of employment in services and the 
distribution sector is much higher than in the industry and construction 
sectors; while it was only 11.0$ in 1962, the proportion increased 
to 20. 4$ in 1978. Nevertheless in the present distribution of the 
labour force the agricultural sector is already dominant and since 
Turkey has one of the highest rates of population increase in the 
world, (even though the population increase has dropped from 2.33$ 
in 1965 to 2.22$ in 1975)» the weight on the agricultural sector
Barkin,"Trade Union Policies and Programmes for National Rural 
Migrants and Foreign Workers, international migration, vol. 4. 
part 1, 1966, p.3-20. "In Turkey where large shanty towns have 
arisen outside the large cities, the unions are taking an active 
interest in programmes for their conversion into established 
communities. They have joined the Government and the social 
insurance funds in sponsoring workers’ housing estates in Ankara 
to provide homes for this group.
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of economy is likely to turn into pressure to increase cultivated 
lands in the country,, or else to face the problems of increasing the 
industrial and service capacity to absorb a greater share of the 
■work force. Failure in this respect -will mean more disguised 
unemployment which the State Planning Organization estimated to 
be approximately 2.2 million, 13.5$ of the total economically active 
manpower of Turkey, in 1977. The same figure was 11.0$ in 1962,
12.1$ in 1967 and 13.3$ in 1972. The rate of unemployment was 
unofficially estimated in 1979 to be around 17 - 20$, that is 
4-4.5 million of the active workforce.
According to demographic data, in Turkey, the increase in
population, particularly in large cities, has been affected by the
drop in the birth rate. During the 1960s, the birth rate was 6.11$
and during the period of 1970 - 1975 it was estimated to have fallen 
(2)to 4.97$. The average number of children for each family in rural
areas, in 1970 was 6.2$ compared with 2.91$ in Istanbul, 3*30$ in
(3)Izmir and 3.88$ in Ankara.' J However, even though the infant 
mortality rate is decreasing in Turkey, it is still very high
(130 per thousand born in the period of 1970 - 1975, 158 in 1966 - 1967
180 in 1962 - 63).
The expansion of the Turkish population is one of the most 
dramatic features of any country in the world. One of the most
^ D .  P.T..4 \ Five Year Plaml979 - 1983, D.P.T. Yayini Ankara, 1979? p.25
"During the period of 1972-1977 between the months of March and May, 
hidden unemployment in the agricultural sector increased to 3.6 million 
or in other words, 40$ of e.a.p. in agricultural employment in Turkey.
(2)lbid., p. 24.
^D.I.E. (State Institute of Statistics), "Turkiyede Toplumsal ve 
Ekonomik gelismenin 50 yili" (Turkey's Social and Economical 
Development in 50 years) D.I.E. yayini, Ankara 1973, p.6 3.
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important results of the high birth-rate, and declining mortality 
rate is, (Table 4.4) that more than 40$ of the population is 
younger than 15 years (even though the age group of 0 - 14 years 
had fallen substantially from 42.0$ in 1965, to 40>,1$ innl975 of the 
total population), nearly twice the figure of industrial societies.
TABLE 4.4. THE DISTRIBUTION OF AGE GROUPS IN TURKEY, 1965 - 1975
Age Groups 1965 1970 1975^
r-( 1
O
42.0 $ 41.8$ 40.
15 - 64 54.1$ 53.8$ 55.4J6
65 and over 3.9$ 4.4 $ k . %
(i) 1975 General Census, 1$ sample results.
Source: D.P.T. 4 Five Year Plan 1979 - 1985, p.25.
Consequently, the population with an earning capacity is small, 
but in a disfunctional labour market, the workforce has to care 
for nearly half the Turkish people (young and old). As has been 
mentioned before, from a regional perspective, the problem varies 
because of different birth and mortality rates in urban and rural 
areas, and because of the concentration of industry in western 
Turkey, mainly in large cities, and the lack of job placements and 
earning possibilities in East Turkey. These are the main causes 
of large scale migration in the non-industrial areas of Turkey, that 
is primarily the eastern regions of Turkey and some provinces in 
central Turkey.
^^D.P.T. "Kalkinmada Oncelikli Yerlerin Tesbiti ve Buyorelerin 
Tesvik Tedbirleri" (A research for finding out of settlements 
Development and Encouragement of these placements Development) 
D.P.T. Report, Ankara✓ 1975. "There is a big gap between regions 
and provinces of Turkey’s industrial development; in 1973, 42.9$ 
of the total large industrial establishments were concentrated 
in the province of' Istanbul. This proportion was only 2.1$ in 
the whole region of East Anatolia.
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According to the 1970 and 1975 general census, 44.8% and 37.1%
of the potential labour force in Turkey was illiterate. This means
that these people have not learnt the basic forms of communication,
i.e.- reading and writing. In 1970, only 30% of the economically
active manpower had primary school education, 2.7% had middle school
or the same level vocational schooling: 3.0% had lycee education or
relevant vocational training education and 1.4% had higher or
university education. In 1975, the equivalent proportion of
educational achievements were, 44%, 3.7%, 4.3% and 1.7% respectively.
Practically no systematic data exists on the educational level of
migrants. It can be assumed, however, that the lower literacy rates
in the rural areas would mean lower literacy rates for the rural to
urban migrants when compared with those already settled in urban
(1)areas. '
According to the 1975 general census, of the higher or university 
graduated workers, a higher proportion (21.8%) were employed in the 
financial sector, 8.4% in the Community, Social and Personnel sector 
and 6.1% in the Energy and Public Utilities sectors. The lowest 
proportion of higher educated manpower employment was in agriculture 
(0.1%), 1.1% in transport and communication, 1.2% in the manufacturing 
sectors.
'Baron L. Noots, Migration, Community of origin and status attainment. 
A comparison of two Metropolitan Communities in Developing Societies", 
Social Forces, Vol. 5, June 1976, "In both Ankara and Mexico City, 
the rural to urban migration appears to be highly selective, 
particularly with respect to education, even though the mean 
education of these migrants is quite low. They are able to convert 
their education to comparable levels of occupational and income 
status attainment - comparable to the non-migrants".
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ACTIVE MANPOWER OF THE PROVINCE OF KAYSERI
According to the State Planning Organization, the province of
Kayseri is among the fifteen highest developed provinces of Turkey
out of 67 provinces. According to the 1970 general census of the
provinces, 59.5$ of the total potential workforce work in the agricultural
sector, 20.6$ were employed in industry and the construction sector,
a higher proportion of these, 10.2jo were in manufacturing, 16.4^ in the
service sector, with a higher proportion being employed in the
community, social and personnel services. Compared with the potential
manpower of Turkey as a whole, in 1972 the proportion of the labour
force in the province of Kayseri engaged in the industrial and
construction secotrs was relatively high while the proportion
employed in the agricultural sector was relatively low. However,
Table 4.5 shows in the 1975 general census, that the proportion of the
labour force employed in agriculture increased, making up 6 3.6^ of total
employment while employment in industry and the construction sector,
fell to 15.4$, which is even slightly lower than Turkey’s overall
active manpower employment in industry (16.2$ in 1977). The cause of
this fall in industrial employment during this period (between 1970
and 1975), particularly in the manufacturing sector, may partly be
due to the fact that the city of Kayseri's developing manufacturing
industry was affected.by the unforseen energy crisis of 1973? which
led to the redundancy of some of these employees, especially of
unskilled manual workers. Also during this period, in the province,
it is well known that some small workshops which used to prepare
industrial goods for the area's large manufacturing establishment,
(2)were shut down.x 7
T T W ;  Kalkinmada oncelikli yerlerin Tesbiti D.P.T. yayini,
Ankara 1973, p.14.-
^^The main sources for this idea were interviews with the President of 
the local industrial establishment association and the President of 
the local Trade and Handicraft Association.
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TABLE 4.5. IN THE PROVINCE OF KAYSERI, NUMBERS AND PROPORTION OF 
ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE MANPOWER BY SECTOR OF EMPLOYMENT 
. AND YEARS. 12 AND PLUS AGES - MALE AND FEMALE.
Sectors
1970 1975
No. 1° No. fo
Agriculture, fishing 
and forestry 121,965 59.5 153,331 6 3 .6
Industry:.
Mining 1,667 
Manufacturing 29,601 
Energy & Public 
Utilities 180
31,448 15.4
922
24,621
50
25,593 10.6
Construction 10,766 5.2 11,453 4.8
Transport & 
Communications 5,115 2.5 6 ,296 2 .6
Trade/Commerce 7,427 3.6 6 ,620 2 .8
Financial Services 1,388 0.7 1,724 0.7
Community, social and 
personal services 
(incl. Hotel & Catering) 19,639 9.6 25,346 10.5
Activities not adequately 
defined ' 7,067 3.4 10,677 4.4
Total 204,815 100.0 241,040 100 .0
Sources: D.P.T. "1970 and 1975 population census in the province of
Kayseri", D.P.T. Annual Statistic Reports, Ankara. 1974 and 
1979# —
Table 4.6 shows that according to the 1970 and 1975 general censuses, 
42$ and 29$ of the active labour force in the province was illiterate. 
Between two general censuses in five years, the high proportion of 
illiterates in employment decreased. The proportion of illiterates 
in employment in the province in 1970 and 1975 was comparatively lower 
than that of Turkey’s active manpower as a whole, the figures for which 
were 44.8$ and 37.1$. In fact, as with the Turkish workforce as a 
whole, a high proportion of illiterates in the province were employed 
in the agricultural sector, in 197.0 , 77$, in 1975, 82.9$.
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TABLE *±.6. EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENTS OF THE LABOUR FORCE IN PROVINCE 
OF KAYSERI.
(Active population of the province 12 and over ages
1970 1975
Educational Level No. $ No. $
Illiterate 86,007 42.0 69,803 29.0
Literate 24,553 12.0 2 k ,258 10.0
Primary School ed. 76,437 37.3 125,139 51.9
Junior High School 
(Secondary School)
5,392 2.6 9,335 3.9
High School (Lycee) 1,888 0.3 4,226 1.8
Vocational and Technical Schools 
(Lycee Level)
4,165 2.0 5,877 2.4
Higher and University Education 2,585 1.3 1,837 0.8
Unknown 3,784 1.8 565 0.2
Total 204,815 100.0 241,040 100.0
Source: D.P.T. 1970 and 1975 population census, in the province of
Kayseri. D.P.T. Annual Statistic Reports, Ankara 1974 and 
1979. : 5---  — "
It seems that during the five years, there was a sharp decrease in 
the non-agricultural sector’s employment of illiterates while the 
numbers increased in the agricultural sector.
The proportion of higher education-graduates in employment in 
active manpower of the province in both censuses, 1970 and 1975, "was 
slightly lower than the proportion of Turkey’s e.a.p., with such 
qualifications being 1.3$ and 0.8$ and shows a similarity with the 
rest of Turkey, in that a very low proportion of these were employed 
in agriculture, transport and communication and industry sectors, and 
a higher proportion in the community, social and personnel sector 
and in the financial sectors.
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SUMMARY
Turkey is a relatively large country with a population of over 
*±0 million which shows significant regional socio-economic and 
demographic disparities that increase along the east-west axis of 
the country. The region which is west of a line connecting the cities 
of Samsun in the north and Iskenderun in the south is a rather developed 
part of the country with a greater concentration of people in urban 
areas. This situation has occurred in the most part through the 
phenomenon of rural to urban migration.
The phenomenon of migration in Turkey can be characterized by 
its relatively large number of people moving across provincial and 
subregional borders, a propensity for rapid rates of increase in 
population growth over short periods, a westward direction of migrant 
flow, rural-to-urban settlement patterns, the domination of the migrant 
streams by the young and particularly the young male, the socio­
economic disparities that exist between origins and destinations, and 
the relatively infrequent migration between urban places except in the 
later stages of a stepwise migration process.
An almost identical observation is made by Aker(^ "Turkish 
external migration has followed the trend of internal migration: 
qualified manpower migrates from impoverished regions to more developed 
and richer ones. In terms of external migration, it leads to regional 
disequilibrium". It might be significant to mention here that a 
great number of migrant workers before emigrating abroad for seeking 
employment, experienced interna 1-migration by moving from their
^Ahmed Aker, Isci Goqu (Labour Migration) Sander Yayinlari, Istanbul 
1972, p.115.
settlement of origin to other settlements. In this sense, the 
Turkish migration movement abroad shows similarities with other 
emigrant countries not only within the mediterranean basin, like 
Yugoslavia, Greece, Portugal and Spain, but also other labour 
exporting countries, such as the Caribbean and Mexico, from where 
people flow to the United States. This internal migration 
accelerates the rhythm of emigration to the industrial countries 
where there is a shortage of manual labourers.
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CHAPTER 5
THE GENERAL BACKGROUND OF MIGRANT WORKERS BEFORE 
DEPARTURE ABROAD
In this chapter, the intention is to examine the general..", 
background of migrant workers who have had at least three years 
experience of working - living abroad and have then settled 
permanently in the city of Kayseri. The examination will cover 
age, sex, place of birth, place of residence before departure, 
marital status, numbers of children and dependants, level of 
literacy, education, vocational training and skills, employment 
before departure, size of workx>lace before departure, reasons 
for departure, and so on.
THE APEA IN WHICH RESEARCH ON RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS WAS CONDUCTED
A detailed account of the area in which research was conducted
and of the returned migrant workers who were interviewed in the
city of Kayseri was given in the Methodology. However, it is worth 
summarising the topic again before analysing the research data.
The province of Kayseri is one of 67 provinces of Turkey, with
a population of 598,693 persons in 1970. It is divided into ten
district centres which have 492 sub-districts and villages. The 
city of Kayseri is the provincial centre. According to the 1970
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census, it has a population of 160,985. In the same year, the 
census total population of district centres was 75?839. The rest 
of the population, 361,839 persons, lived in villages. This total 
population of the province, 598,693 persons in 1970, had increased 
to 676,809 persons in 1975. However, the increase was far higher 
in the city of Kayseri than in the rest of the district centres 
and villages. The city population increased from l6o,985 persons 
to 207,037 in five years, an increase of 46,052. According to the 
state population statistical reports, the city of Kayseri received 
immigrants not only from its own rural provinces but also from 
other areas, particularly neighbouring provinces. The population 
of the city of Kayseri rose by 26.9% between 1965 and.1970 and 
30.6% between 1970 - 1975. This increase was much greater than 
that in the province’s district centres and villages. In the 
15 years between i960 and 1975, the population of the city of 
Kayseri more than doubled, increasing from 102,596 persons in 
i960 to 207,037 persons in 1975.
There are no precise statistics available on the settlement 
of returned migrant workers. However, it is generally accepted 
that about twenty per cent of the total number of migrant workers 
who had lived abroad, had returned home permanently by 1979. 
According to the Abadan-Unat sample, which is widely accepted,
42 per cent had returned home after one year abroad or less, 
because they lacked the ability to adapt to living and working in 
an industrial society.
10,160 migrant workers were sent abroad from the province of 
Kayseri, through the Local Employment Office. 7 . , ' ‘ ' ■
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Another estimated 4,000 migrant workers left the province using 
different channels, such as "tourists", heing invited by relatives, 
as students, etc. The total number of workers who had migrated 
from the province was estimated at over 14,000: of which a good 
number, i.e. 2,500 returned .permanently to the province.
It is estimated that approximately over 500 returnees settled 
in the city of Kayseri (as opposed to elsewhere in the province) 
after living and working abroad for 3 or more years. Some of 
these returnees had originally come from other provinces.
In the city of Kayseri, 132 returned migrant workers were 
interviewed; of these, 119 persons were male, and the other 13 
persons female. It is thought that the sample of returnees was 
sufficiently large to make it representative and that conclusions 
drawn from the interview can therefore be generalised.
MIGRANT WORKERS’ AGES
Unfortunately, statistical data on the age of applicant migrant 
workers is not available. However, according to social and legal 
conditions, it would be expected that migrant workers would come 
largely from the working 18 - 45 age group. Migrants have always 
tended to be young, healthy and willing to accept all kinds of work 
conditions. In the early 1960s, at the beginning of migration move­
ments abroad, there were no age limits for migrant workers. Age 
limits were introduced later on in the bilateral agreements between 
labour importing and exporting states, specifying that unskilled
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applicants had to be under 35 while skilled ones had to be under 
45 yearz old. But the introduction in April 1972 of new regulations 
reduced the age limit for unskilled male applicants to 25 years 
while the limit for skilled ones was reduced to 40.
The Table 5 below shows migrant workers who settled in the
city of Kayseri after at least 3 years abroad, by their age.
TABLE 5 .1.. THE AGE GROUPS OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS AT THE TIME
OF THE INTERVIEW.
The age groups Male Fema le Total
of Migrant Workers No, $ No. 1 No. %
Ages 21 - 25 3 2.5 1 7.7 4 3.0
Ages 26 - 30 8 6.7 2 15.74’' 10 7.6
Ages 31 - 35 19 16.0 2 15.4 21 15.9
Ages 36 - 40 32 26.9 5 38.5 37 28.0
Ages 41 - 45 22 18.5 2. 15.4 24 18.2
Ages 46 - 50 25 21 .0 - - 25 18.9
Ages 51 - 55 8 6.7 1 7.7 9 6 .8
Ages 56 - 60 2 1.7 - - 2 1.5
Total 119 100.0 13 100.0 132 100 .0
It must be remembered that these migrant workers had already been 
living in the area for some time when interviewed, as some of them 
returned to Turkey many years previously. The table does not show 
the age at which the workers departed. However, it was noted that 
109 persons out of a total 119 male returned migrant workers (9 1.6$)
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were under 50 years old, while 12 out of the 13 total female 
returned migrant workers (92.3%) were under 45 years old. They 
were still young enough to continue their working life at home. 
Migrants, over 51 years old make up only 8.3% of the total sample 
at the time of the interview.
Table 5.2 which shows migrants’ age on departure indicates 
that the majority migrated between the ages of 21 and 35 years 
of age. This age group made up 78.1 %, that is more than three- 
quarters of the sample. 85.5% of male workers migrating from urban 
areas were from this age group compared with a slightly lower 
proportion (70%) of rural workers. Excluding those interviewees 
who went abroad before they reached the age of 15 as dependants 
of migrant workers, the average age of migrant workers at the 
time of their departure, was 28 years one month^^(The average 
age of workers from rural areas was 29 years and 9 months, while 
that of workers from urban areas was 26 years, 3 months). So 
in general, migrant workers from urban areas left Turkey at a 
younger, age than migrant workers from rural areas.
Moreover, female workers were younger than male workers in 
that 92.3% of the former were under the age of 35 at the time of
Abadan, N. Bati Almanyad.aki Turk Iscilerive Sorunlari D.P.T. 
Yayini, Ankara 1964, p.26 "In her survey (1963) migrant 
workers average age was given as being just under 28 years 
at the time of their departure abroad”. Aker, A. Isci Gocu 
Sander yayinlari, Istanbul 1972, p.32 "Akar's survey in 
1970/71 gave the average age of migrant workers departure 
as 29 years 6 months.
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their departure. Generally speaking, female migrants have tended 
to be concentrated in the younger age groups, and have a much 
shorter waiting period prior to departure.^  It might be noted 
tha.t female workers usually go abroad while they are young, to
accompany their husbands or their parents •
TABLE 5 . 2. AGE GROUPS OF MIGRANT WORKERS ON DEPARTURE
Migrant Workers 
Age Groups
Departed Abroad Departed Abroad 
from Rural Areas from Urban Area
Total
Male
$
Female
%
s Male
$
Female
$
Male
• t
Female
%
Total
%
Under ages 15 3.5 - 1.6 11.1 2.5 7.7 3.0
Ages 16 - 20 8 .8 - 4.8 11.1 6.7 7.7 6 .8
Ages 21 - 25 19 .2 50.0 30.6 2 2 .2 2 5 .2 30.8 2 5 .8
Ages 26 - 30 29.8 25.0 32.3 33.3 31.1 30.8 31.1
Ages 31 - 35 21 .0 25.0 22.6 11 .1 2 1 .8 15.4 2 1 .2
Ages 36 - 40 8 .8 - 8 .1 - 8.4 - 7.6
Ages 41 - 45 8 .8 - - 11.1 4.2 7.7 4.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 100 .0
Average age: 
2 9 .9 years
Average age; 
26.3 years
Average age: 
28.1 years
MIGRANT WORKERS'1 PLACE OF BIRTH
The movements of migrant workers from Turkey to Western Europe 
began originally in the big cities but over the last 15 years has .. 
extended to the developed areas and has spread from urban to rural 
areas. To begin with, most migrants were males with experience of 
city living, who left their families behind at home to work abroad
(^Suzanne Paine, Exporting Workers; The Turkish Case C a m b s 1974,p.76 
32<j0 of Turkish female workers in Germany in 1968 were under 25 and 
55^ under 30, as compared with 7$ and 36$ for male workers"
(Germany, Bundesanfalt fur Arbeit, 1970B)
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for two - three years.
In 1963, the number of Turkish workers abroad was 27,501.
Of these, 25,025 persons were male and only 2,476 female. At this 
time, Abaden’s sample showed that 51.1$ of migrant workers came 
from three big cities, namely Istanbul, 41.1$, Ankara 5.7$ and 
Izmir 4.3$. Fewer (only 18.2$) migrant workers abroad came from 
rural backgrounds. Ten years later, in 1973, the State Employment 
Office’s investigation argued that rural migration, particularly 
from the developed part of Turkey, was becoming more important, 
accounting for 45.11$ of the total number of migrants, and that 
the relative importance of these three big cities had been reduced. 
Indeed in 1974, migration from these cities accounted for 16.05$ 
of the total. From these figures it might be surmised that the 
population of rural areas came to prefer direct migration abroad 
instead of internal migration to the big cities.
Table 5.3 shows the number of workers who returned to the 
city of Kayseri after working abroad for at least three years. Of 
these only 14.4$ were born in the city of Kayseri. Over half of the 
returned migrant workers interviewed (50.8$), were born in the village 
of the Kayseri province; and about another quarter (25.8$) were 
born in the villages of neighbouring provinces. In other words, 
more than three-quarters of returned migrant workers (77*3,$) bad 
been born in rural areas, compared with less than a quarter of the 
total (22.7$) born in urban areas.
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TABLE 5.3 THE BIRTHPLACES OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS
The Birthplaces Male Female Total
No . io No. * . No. $
The city of Kayseri 17 14.3 2 15.4 19 14.4
Towns in the province of 
Kayseri 4 3.4 2 15.4 6 4.5
Villages in the province 
of Kayseri 62 52.1 5 38.5 67 50.8
Towns in the neighbouring 
provinces 2 1.7 1 7.7 3 2.3
Villages in the neighbour­
ing provinces 33 27.8 1 7.7 34 2 5 .8
Developed city centres - - 2 15.4 2 1.5
Villages in different 
undeveloped provinces 1 0.8 - - 1 0.7
Total 119 100 13 100 132 100
There are marked differences in origins of male and female 
migrants. 53.8^ of the latter came from urban areas as opposed 
to only 19.3$ of males. The sample in this respect reflected 
statistics for Turkish migration as a whole. This might be explained 
by the fact that the rural population of Turkey traditionally lives 
in closed, small populated settlements, in which family relationships 
and religion play a crucial role. Females and children from this 
sort of background tend not to migrate to foreign countries where 
there are different cultures and moral values and where non-moslem 
religions are practised.
1
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In the coming chapter on the "Family", the reasons for female 
workers emigration are discussed in terms of rural-urban factors.
INTERNAL MIGRATION IN TURKEY
At this point, it may be helpful to give an overview of Turkish 
internal migration over the last thirty years, in order to clarify 
the position with reference to rural-urban factors in external 
migration. A population movement has taken place within Turkey 
from rural to urban areas, and underdeveloped to developed regions.
The main reason for this movement is economic. With an increase 
in unemployment or under-employment, particularly in the agrarian 
sector in rural areas, workers moved with the hope of finding jobs in 
city centres of developed regions. Thus, the urban population of 
Turkey from 1950 to 1975 more than doubled in size while the country’s 
rural population declined by twenty per cent. This "flight to the 
cities" was from 1950s to 1960s mainly in the direction of Turkey's 
largest urban centres. However, since the 1960s (at which point 
external migration from Turkey began), there has been a slight 
shift in the urban population away from great cities, like Istanbul, 
Ankara, Izmir, Adana. The process of rural-urban migration presents 
major problems in the towns. As a matter of fact, over 60 per cent 
of the population of Ankara, the capital city of Turkey, live in 
shanty towns, surrounding the city. Some of these have no proper 
jobs, and their income is not sufficient to live on. Most came from 
the rural areas where unemployment or underemployment is widespread. 
The origins of migration to the city centres which began in the early 
1950s can be traced to mechanisation in the agrarian sector, and the
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consequent decline in rural employment.
The 1963 general agricultural census in Turkey showed that 
68v 8'jo of villagers had barely sufficient land to scrape a 
subsistence living. Under such circumstances, small farmers tended 
to secure a fixed income from renting out their land and tried to 
find employment firstly in their own region as seasonal workers with 
other unemployed farmworkers, (as in Mustafa’s case, see below). 
Inadequate work opportunities in rural areas, however, forced them 
to look to the great cities in the hope of being able to find 
employment there.
CASE I 
Mustafa....
He was born in a village of Neusehir near Kayseri. He grew up 
in his extended family. He was working on his family land with his 
father, his brothers and some of their wives and children, sharing 
the same house and food, as most peasants do. There was not enough 
land to support them all and they were hardly scraping a living in 
the village. In his youth, he joined the seasonal migrants seeking
^'Deniz Kandiyoti, "Some Socio-Pyschological Dimensions of Social 
Change in a Turkish Village "British Journal of Sociology,
Vol. 25, (1974), p.48.
"A large number of tractors were imported by Turkey under E.C.A. 
auspices and purchased by villagers through extremely favourable 
credit schemes during the rule of the Democratic Party. Farm 
mechanisation brought about the immediate and far reaching 
consequences of speeding up production, creating land shortage 
and changing land tenure, with consequent unemployment and under­
employment. For this reason, mainly non-mechanised. small producers 
found it increasingly profitable to let out their land on an (icar) 
basis to mechanised farmers and to join other wage-earners".
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employment in the big cities of Turkey. After his marriage, he 
left his wife and children behind in the village with his family.
He stayed and worked for eight months per year in Kayseri, mainly 
as a construction-site manual workers or an unskilled manual 
worker in the service sector. He always occupied dirty, dangerous 
and badly paid jobs because he was not qualified to do any other 
sort of work.
Mustafa received information about recruitment of migrant 
workers in Western Europe before his villagers because he was working 
in the city. One of his friends who had worked with him in the 
same occupation was now working in Germany and wrote to Mustafa in 
glowing terms about how easy it is to make money abroad.
He immediately decided to join the flood of migrants going to 
Europe for two - three years work and set up his own business on 
return. His family opposed his going abroad because of their 
traditional feelings and attitudes. He was to be the first labourer 
from his village to go abroad.... Soon his countrymen followed him.
MIGRANT WORKERS1 PLACE OF SETTLEMENT BEFORE DEPARTURE ABROAD
The developed western countries require a suitably qualified 
manpower to work in newly developing home industry. This observation 
is made (in Abadan, 1976) by Greek and Turkish authors. According 
to E. Vlactions "The lack of abundant and cheap labour hinders 
investment in industry which in turn contributes to a deteriorating 
economy". An almost identical point is made by A. Aker, who states 
that "Turkish external migration has followed the trend of internal
migration: qualified manpower migrates from impoverished regions
to more developed and richer ones". In terms of external migration 
it leads to regional disequilibrium, such as the urban - rural 
imbalance. Labour importing countries- always tend to select 
the better qualified workers who have had industrial experience from 
cities, in preference to great numbers of unemployed agricultural 
workers.- Even those migrant workers who go abroad from rural areas 
have usually had experience at living and working in cities.
Table 5 .4 depicts migrant workers who settled down in the city 
(Province centre of Kayseri) on their permanent return from abroad; 
of these, 47$ had been living in the city before departure abroad, 
and only 2 9.5$ had come from the villages of the provinces; 
another 3$ had been living in towns. Of the rest, 20.6$ had been 
living in different provinces. Of this latter group, a majority, 
16.7$ had come from the villages of neighbouring provinces, wThile 
3*9$ were from other provincial centres (2.3$ were from cities,
0.8$ from a neighbouring provincial centre and 0.8$ from an under­
developed provincial centre).
In other words, 53.8$ of workers came from urban areas of Turkey 
compared with 46.2$ from rural areas. According to the Table, 5« 5
6 9 .2$ of female workers were living in urban areas before going 
abroad; this is higher than the equivalent proportion of male 
workers which made up 52.1$ of the total. Most male and female 
workers were living in the provincial centre of Kayseri (48.7$ 
of male and 30.8$ of female workers), while the second most 
numerous group were living in villages in Kayseri province before
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TABLE 5..4.-. MIGRANT WORKERS’ PLACE OF RESIDENCE BEFORE DEPARTURE
The Settlement Male Female Total
No. t> No. . !o No 1°
The city of Kayseri 58 48.7 4 30.8 62 47.0
Towns in the province of 
Kayseri 2 1.7 2 15.4 4 3.0
Villages in the province 
of Kayseri 36 30.3 3 23.0 39 29.5
Neighbouring cities - - 1 7.7 1 0.8
Villages in the neighbour­
ing provinces 21 17.6 1 7.7 22 16.7
Developed city centres 1 0.8 2 15.4 3 2.3
Undeveloped city centre 1 0.8 - - 1 0.8
Total 119 99.9 13 100.0 132 100.1
Table 5. 5. PLACES WHERE MIGRANT WORKERS WERE LIVING BEFORE DEPARTURE
Background of Male Female Total
Migrant Workers No. % No. 56 No. 1o
Rural - villages 57 47.9 4 30.8 61 46.2
Urban - towns and cities 62 52.1 9 69.2 71 53.8
TOTAL 119 100.0 13 100.0 132 100.0
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departure (30.3$ of males and 2 3.0$ of females).
However, only 47.0$ of the interviewees had "been living in the 
city of Kayseri before going abroad, while 53.0$ were living in 
other areas. Most of these came from villages of the province of 
Kayseri, or villages of the neighbouring provinces and they moved 
to the city of Kayseri on their return. Some had actually lived in 
the city for a time before they migrated.
When one compares migrants’ places of birth with places of 
residence before departure abroad, it can be observed that 3 1.1$ 
of migrants had moved to urban areas from rural areas so that 
while only 22.7$ of the total number of migrants were born in 
urban areas, 53.8$ had been living there prior to departure.
For example, of the 47.0$ who migrated from the city of Kayseri,
only 14.4$ were actually born there.
The point has already been made that most migrants from 
rural areas had had some experience of city life before departure.
This experience was largely as seasonal construction workers in
urban areas. Of 132 male and female workers, 64.4$ (85) said 
that they migrated within Turkey before going abroad. Most of them 
from villages, sub-districts or towns had migrated to other 
settlements, mainly developed provincial centres, namely Istanbul, 
Ankara, Izmir, Adana and tie provincial centre of Kayseri, temporarily 
or permanently. In this internal migration process, as it is seen 
in Table 5..6. Nearly all the male workers in this group came from 
villages of Kayseri Province or the neighbouring provinces and moved
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to the province centre of Kayseri (48.1$) and the four big city 
centres, Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, Adana (34.2$). Another 17.7$ had 
actually lived both in these big city centres and the city of 
Kayseri. 4 out of the 7 persons who were born in the city of 
Kayseri had temporarily migrated to the great city centres (2 
persons to Istanbul, 2 persons to Ankara), while 5 male workers out 
of 6 persons who were born in district centres (towns) had moved 
to the city of Kayseri; four permanently.
All male workers who joined the migration movement within 
Turkey, before departing abroad, were concentrated in several 
different styles of migration; 58.2$ had changed their residence 
temporarily (49.3$ of these were seasonal workers, changing their 
residence at certain times of each year; 8.9$ changed their residence 
for a year or more),’47.8$ changed- permanently before going abroad.
TABLE 5.6. MIGRANT WORKERS WHO MIGRATED WITHIN TURKEY BEFORE
DEPARTURE ABROAD. . N •
_________• _______ : -  (Where migrant migrated_to)______
Settlement of ONLY ONLY BOTH Four Other
Origin of Four Big City City Centre Big City City
Migrant Centres of Kayseri Centres & Centres
Workers _____ ________________________Kayseri______
(Where migrant Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
migrated from) No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.
City of Kayseri 4 - - - - - ■ — 1
Other city centres _ _  _ _ ~ - — 1
District Centre
"Town Centre" - - 5 - - 1 — 1
Villages in the 
province of Kayseri 
and the neighbour­
ing provinces 23 - 33 2 14 - - -
Total 27 - 38 2 14 1 - 3
$ 34.2 48.1 17.7
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46.2<fo of the female workers in the sample had migrated internally 
and had permanently resided in other settlements. Half had moved to 
the city of Kayseri; all permanently.
TABLE 5.7. THE REASONS GIVEN BY INTERVIEWEES FOR MIGRATION WITHIN
TURKEY BEFORE GOING ABROAD •
The Reason for 
Their Migration
Male Female Total
No. 1o No. $ No . $
Economic reason (the lack 
of job opportunities, .. 
shortage of income to live 
on) 62 78.5 2 33.3 64 75.3
Social reasons (living in 
city, comfort of city etc. ) 5 3.8 - - 3 3.5
Marriage - - 3 50.0 3 3.5
Education away from 
birth place 10 12.6 - - iO 11.8
Moved out of their place 
of origin with parents 4 5.1 1 16.7 5 5.9
Total 79 100.0 6 100.0 85 100.0
The table above (.5.7) shows reasons given by male workers who 
changed their residence before going abroad. 62 persons (78.5/£) 
said that they moved for economic reasons, such as lack of job 
opportunities or insufficient income to live on in their own 
settlement; 10 persons (12.6^) declared that the lack of education 
facilities was the reason for their movement; and 3 persons (3.8^) 
said that the comfort of living in a city compared to that in the 
villages attracted them to move to provincial centres. Most internal 
migration then was motivated by the hope of finding employment in
95
urban areas.
Of the 46.2$ of female interviewees who had changed their 
place of residence before migrating abroad, half gave the reason 
for their movement as marriage, which led to them moving to their 
husband’s settlement. Only 33.3$ of female workers declared that 
there was an economic reason for their movement; this figure is 
far lower than for the equivalent figure for males.
The results of the interview then concur with other sources 
in suggesting that most rural migrants had had some experience of 
living and working in cities before going abroad.
MARITAL STATUS
It might be thought that the decision to go abroad as a migrant 
worker would be influenced by the marital status of migrants, as 
married migrants would be more likely to be affected by the 
disruption of leaving home. The subject will be detailed in the 
coming chapter on the Family. Now the statistical data on migrants' 
marital status will be given.
The Table over (5.8) shows that 18 male migrants in the sample 
(15*1 $) were bachelors before going abroad, while 101 males (84.9$) 
were married. The figures were similar for female workers (84.6$ 
married; 15 *^ $ single).
Great differences emerge, however, in a comparison of rural and 
urban migrants: 91.2$ of male workers from rural areas were married,
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while only 79$ of male workers from urban areas were married.
All female workers from rural areas were married whereas only 
77*8$ of urban female workers had husbands.
The S.P.O. survey of returned workers made similar findings; 
the reason for this disparity,as might be expected, seems to be 
that the average age of marriage is lower in rural areas. Further­
more unemployment and low incomes encourage migration even if it 
means hardship. So marriage is not a barrier to individuals 
leaving the country to look for employment.^) Indeed migration 
has become like a necessity for married workers. It may be that 
married workers with a reasonable number of dependants feel more 
affected by poverty in the hard economic conditions at home, so 
some acquire a better standard of living and secure their children’s 
future through saving abroad. •
THE CHILDREN OF MIGRANT WORKERS
As the table over, shows (5.9#)» at the time of their departure, 
migrant workers seem to have slightly smaller families than the 
married population, who stayed at home. That is, it was found in 
1970 that migrants had an average of 2.6 children (2.9 in rural and
2.2 in urban areas), compared with an average of 3.1 children per 
married woman in the 20 - 39 age group in Turkey as a whole, or with
^Suzanne Paine, ’Exporting Migrants; The Turkish Case ,Camb. 197^> P P » 77. 
"During the 1960s, the urban bachelor gave way to the rural family 
man. The proportion of unmarried workers amongst departing migrants 
fell substantially from about 40$ in 1963 (Abadan's sample) to 
14$ in 1970 (Aker’s sample). This corresponds reasonably well 
with a survey of the stock of Turkish workers in Germany in 1968 
which found that 18$ were unmarried.
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an. average of 2.9 children per married woman in the same age group 
in the province of Kayseri (in urban 2.6 and rural 3.1). It might 
be concluded that workers with small families are more mobile and 
can take their families with them, or leave them behind alone 
or with relatives. As the Table (5. 9 ) shows, migrants who 
migrated from urban areas, had fewer children than those who departed 
from rural areas.
TABLE 5 9 . THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHICH MIGRANT WORKERS HAVE.-HAD
BEFORE DEPARTING ABROAD, WHEN THEY WERE ABROAD AND AFTER 
RETURNING TO TURKEY.
The Number Before Abroad Abroad Returned
of Children Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban
M F - M F • M ’ ' F M F M F M F
None 4 — 6 — 16 2 23 4 . 27 41 47 3
One child 8 - 8 - 27 2 15 3 22 - 9 2
Two children 9 1 20 3 9 - 14 - 7 - 4 -
Three children 15 2 11 3 3 - 2 - . - - - -
Four children 5 1 1 1 1 - 1 - - - - -
Five children 8 - 2 - - - - - - - - -
Six children 3 -
Seven children - -
Eight children - - 1 - - - - - - - . - -
Ten children
Total 52 4 49 7 54 4 53 7 56 A 6o 5
The mean no.
of children 2.9 3 2.1 2.7 1.1 0.5 1.0 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.4
149 12 103 19 58 2 53 3 36 - 17 2
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At the time of the interview, married returned workers who had 
had children while abroad declared'that they took their holidays at 
home in Turkey, or took their wives with them. Furthermore, some 
of' them had had children after returning home. As is seen below 
in the table (5.10), returned migrants had, on average, 3.6 children 
(4.3 in rural and 2.9 in urban areas). Just as workers before 
departure, returned workers who had migrated from rural areas, had 
more children than those from urban areas. This reflects general 
differences of family size in Turkey, among the rural and urban
TABLE 5.10. THE TOTAL NUMBER OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS CHILDREN
Number of Departed Departed Total
children
from rural from urban
Male Female Male Female Male Female
No. No. No. No. No. No.
None 2 - 5 - 7 -
One child 3 - .3 1 6 1
Two children 5 1 16 - 20 1
Three children 9 - 20 5 29 5
Four children 10 3 12 2 22 5
Five children 13 - 4 - 17 -
Six children 7 -■ - - 7 -
Seven children 6 - - 6 -
Eight children 2 - - - 2 -
Ten children - - 1 - 1 -
Total 56 4 61 8 117 12
243 14 173 24 416 38
4.3 3.5 2.8 3.0 3 .6 3.2
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populations.'1 '
\
Migrant workers had an average of one child while they were 
abroad, (migrants from rural 1.Or from urban areas 0.9). There was 
no significant difference between migrants who came from rural and 
urban areas. However, female workers had fewer children abroad 
than male workers, with an average of 0.5 children per worker.
The reason for this, as female migrant workers declared, is that 
their work situation often made it difficult for them to have 
children abroad. This is discussed in a coming chapter.
DEPENDANTS OF MIGRANT WORKERS
Table 5.11 shows how many dependants the migrant workers had at 
the time of the interview. The mean for all workers was 4.9> for 
workers from rural areas, 5.5 and workers from urban areas 4.4. This 
compares with average household size for the province of Kayseri 
of approximately 6.2 in 1970. (and for all Turkey of approximately 
5.6 in 1965 and 6.4 in 1970). Before departure abroad, migrant 
workers had had fewer dependants than the number of dependants they 
had after returning home. Before departure, the mean for all workers 
was 3*6, for workers from rural areas, 4.1 and for workers from urban 
areas 3.1. Since there may well be more than one income earner per 
household, migrant workers probably have an average number of 
dependants (though the interview shows 15.2f0 of migrant workers were
Ibrahim Yasa, "Yurda • dojien Turk iscileri ve toplumsal degisme",Ankara 
1979 1. Yasa’s survey (which was carried out in rural area in
Ankara province) found that the returned married migrants had an 
average of 4.2 children.
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unmarried before departure but at the time of interview only 1.5$ 
were unmarried). Thus this may have contributed towards the 
economic pressure to earn a higher income by working abroad.
TABLE 5.11. PERCENTAGE-NUMBER DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED MIGRANT
WORKERS BY NUMBER OF . DEPENDANTS
Dependants Before
Departure
Abroad Returned
Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban
No. $ No. $ No. $ No,. $ No. $ No. %
0 3 4.9 11 15.5 2 3.3 8 11.3 1 1.6 1 1.4
1 2 3.3 3 4.2 1 1.6 3 4.2 1 1.6 3 4.2
2 8 13.1 5 7.0 6 9.8 3 4.2 4 6.6 6 8.5
3 8 13.1 25 35.2 2 3.3 10 14.1 3 4.9 10 14.1
4 16 2 6 .2 15 21.1 14 23.0 22 31.0 9 14.8 21 2 9 .6
5 8 13.1 5 7.0 10 16.4 9 12.7 14 23.0 12 16.9
6 8 13.1 3 4.2 8 13.1 8 11.3 10 16.4 10 14.1
7 6 9.8 2 2.8 8 13.1 3 4.2 5 8.2 4 5.6
8 2 3.3 1 1.4 8 13.1 3 4.2 9 14.8 3 4.2
9 1 1.4 1 1.6 1 1.4 4 6.6
10
11 ■ 1 1.6 1 1.4 1 1.6 1 1.4
Total 61 loo 71 100 61 100 71 100 6l 100 71 100
Mean no. of 
dependants 4.1 3.1 5.1 !i.l 5.5 4.4
Nearly one-third of the workers (31.8$) in the case of males 
33*8$, declared that when they went abroad they had some relatives
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who -were economically dependant on them (in the case of married 
workers, relatives other than wives/children). 40.5$ of these 
provided for their fathers and mothers (33-3$ provided for their 
mothers, only 9.5$ for their fathers and 16.7$ for other nearest 
relatives, (e.g. mother-father-in-law, brothers, sisters).
It might be concluded that most male workers, especially from 
rural areas, came from an extended family in which family members 
depend economically on each other.
LITERACY
In the interview, it was established that many more migrant 
workers were literate, than were not. The total percentage of 
illiterates was 5.3$',of male workers* 4.2$ and for female workers 
15*4$. A greater number of male, and all female workers who came 
from rural areas, were illiterate, than male and female workers from 
urban areas. This result is in accordance with findings of.the 
other s u r v e y s . A u t h o r s  claim that the proportion of illiterates 
rose during the late 1960s as the share of village and female migrant 
workers increased.
Even so, the proportion of literates amongst migrant workers 
has been substantially higher than that for the indigenous population 
of Kayseri province; in 1970 the illiteracy rate for people in the
The percentages of illiterates of migrant workers, in the Abadan’s 
survey (1963) were 2,8$, in the T.E.S. (1969) 10$, T.E.S. (.1*971) 6$ 
and in Aker’s (1970/1971) 9$.
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15 - 64 age group was estimated at 45.2%0 (that for males 23.3^ , 
and for females 65.1^). The corresponding figure for the whole 
Turkish population in 1970 was 27% for males and 63^ for females.
Even when compared with the estimate of 42^, illiterates (for males 
17$, and for females 64$) in the population of Kayseri province 
between the ages of 20 and 39 in 1970, the proportion of illiterates 
among migrant workers in the sample is still extremely low.
EDUCATION
As shown in Table 5.12, migrant workers’ educational attainment 
levels were higher than the general educational level of the Turkish 
population and the population of the province of Kayseri; and compared 
with the immobile labour force of Turkey (e.a.p.) and the province of 
Kayseri,, migrant workers both from urban and rural areas (male and 
female) had a lower proportion of illiteracy, and a higher proportion 
of completed formal education.
It can be seen that of these migrant workers, an average 5.3$
(1.4$ of workers from urban areas, 9.8$ of workers from rural areas)
were illiterate, 9.8$ were literate but had had no formal education.
However, the vast majority of migrant workers, an average 85$ (93$ 
of workers from urban areas, 75% of workers from rural areas) had had 
a formal education through the school system in Turkey. 5 8 ,3 %
(49$ from urban, 69$ from rural areas) had only primary school 
education. 10$ (11.2$ from urban, 3.3$ from rural areas) had
secondary school education, 17.*±$ (2 9.5$ from urban, 3.2$ from rural
areas) had lycee or lycee level vocational-technical education, and 
1*5% (3% from urban, none from rural areas, had had higher education.
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In Turkey, according to the 1970 General Census, about 36$
(43.8$ of males, 25.2$ of females) of the total population had 
had a completed formal education through the school system. Of 
those, about 20$ had only primary school education.
In the province of Kayseri, according to the same census 
(Table A.10) about 35$ (47$ of males, 23$ of females) of the 
non-migrant population of Kayseri province, aged over six years, 
had completed their education in the school system. Of these,
28$ (37$ of males, 18$ of females) had had primary school 
education only, about 3$ (5$ of males, 1.5$ of females) had had 
secondary education, 2$ (3$ of males, 1$ of females) had had 
lycee or lycee level vocational training education and about 0.9$
(1$ of males, 0.8$ of females) had had higher education.
Indeed, the overal educational attainment of the migrant 
workers compares most favourably with that of the non-migrant 
workforce of Kayseri province, between the ages of 20 — 39.
Although the difference is greater at the lower levels of 
educational attainment, it persists through all levels, especially 
for workers who left Turkey from urban areas and females from all 
areas. Moreover, migrants from urban areas had an especially high 
educational level. About 20$ of migrants (32$ of workers from urban 
areas) had had lycee, lycee level vocational training or higher 
education, compared with an average of only 7$ of the population 
of Kayseri province between the ages of 20 and 39. In this age 
group (according to the 1970 Census), educational attainment levels 
in the province are given as; about 46$ (68$ of males, 26$ of .females)
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of people had completed a formal education. Of these, 35.5$
(53$ of males, 21$ of females) had primary education only, 3.5$
(6$ of males, 1$ of females) had had secondary education, 4.5$
(7$ of males, 2$ of females) had had lycee or lycee level 
vocational training education, and 2$ (2$ of males, 2$ of females) 
had had higher education.
Female migrant workers1 educational attainment levels are 
lower than male migrant workers. However, female migrants’ 
educational attainment compares most favourably with that of 
the immobile female population of Kayseri province. It is 
greater at all levels, except higher education. Another point 
indicated in the tables, is that female workers from urban areas 
had much higher educational attainment than female workers from rural 
areas. This result reflects the general difference between 
educational levels of women from urban and rural areas in Tnrkey.
VOCATIONAL TRAINING
The functioning of a labour market system depends on high 
standards of education in primary schools and a differentiated 
and graduated professional training. Illiterates are not 
active members in an industrially orientated labour market.
Applicants for employment in industry without vocational and 
technical background do not have the skills required by modern 
industry. The following table (5.13) shows levels of educational 
and vocational training in Turkey.
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TABLE 5.13. EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENTS OF THE LABOUR FORCE
TURKISH ACTIVE POPULATION - LITERACY AND LEVEL OF 
FORMAL EDUCATION COMPLETED (Active population 12 years 
old and over)
1970
Educational level completed No. fo
1975
. . No. fo
Illiterate 6 ,775,626 44.8 6,067,527 37.1
Literate 1,744,4A3 11.5 1,459,979 8.9
Primary school 5,391,539 35.7 7,174,788 43.9
Junior high school 390,730 2.6 588,932 3.6
High School 197,061 1.3 318,317 1.9
Vocational and technical 
school
274,776 1.8 407,321 2.5
Higher Education 219,101 1.4 275,015 1.7
Unknown 125,611 0.8 57,501 0.4
15,118,887 100.0 16,349,380 100.0
Note; 1970 Population Census, 1975 Population Census l<f0 sample results.
In 1970, A5fo and in 1975, 37$> of the potential labour force 
in Turkey was illiterate. This means that they have not mastered 
the basic forms of communication, i.e. reading and writing, and 
have no background for industrial work since they also lack 
knowledge of mathematics and physics.
According to the results of the 1970 and 1975 census, 1.8^ 
and 2.5^ respectively of the potential labour force in Turkey had 
completed vocational and technical education at the intermediate 
level.
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Educational attainment levels of the labour force in the 
province of Kayseri are given in the following table (5.14). 
2$ of the total (2.4$ of the male, 1 .4$ of the female) labour 
force had completed technical and vocational education at the 
intermediate level.
TABLE 5.14-. EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENTS 
PROVINCE OF KAYSERI
OF THE LABOUR FORCE IN
Male Female Total
Educational level completed No. $ No. $ No. $
Illiterate 33,542 2 6 .2 52,465 6 8 .5 86,007 42.0
Literate 18,500 14.4 6,053 7.9 24,553 12.0
Primary school 62,873 49.0 13,564 17.7 76,437 37.3
Junior high school(secondary) 4,937 3.9 455 0.6 5,392 2.6
High school (Lycee) 1,517 1.2 371 0.5 1,888 0.9
Vocational and technical 
schools (Lycee level) 3,112 2.4 1,057 1.4 4,169 2.0
Higher Education 1,718 1.3 867 1.1 2,585 1.3
Unknown 1,992 1.6 1,792 2.3 3,784 1.8
Total 128,191 100.0 76,624 loo.o 204,815 100.0
Note; 1970 Population Census in province of Kayseri.
By comparison, at the time of the interview, 16.6$ (17.6$ of 
males, 7.7$ of females) of migrant workers had received vocational 
training through the school system before departure abroad. This 
number is far higher than that for the labour force of Turkey as a 
whole and for the total labour force of the province of Kayseri.
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In Turkey, occupational training may be obtained through the 
school system, through special formal courses (e.g. those run by 
the Ministry of Education, and the Ministry of Industry for workers 
in small scale enterprises) or in the guild (esnaf) system (whereby 
an apprentice (cirak) will be trained as a qualified workman (Kalfa), 
will subsequently become a master workman (usta) and later a head 
master workman (ustabasi) and through to training on the job in the 
factory.
Information on vocational training outside the school system is 
more sketchy. 31$ of migrant workers (42.3$ of workers from urban 
areas, 18$ of workers from rural areas) declared that they had 
received some occupational training prior to departure. Most of these, 
over five-sevenths, had had vocational training in their workplace, 
as opposed to less than two-sevenths who had received it outside their 
workplace. (Table A.18.)
A higher proportion of males 32.8$ (45.2$ from urban areas,
19.3$ from rural areas) had had vocational training either in the 
workplace or outside the workplace but outside the school system, 
than the proportion of females, 15.4$ (all of these were from urban 
areas).
Furthermore, urban male migrants had more opportunity to get 
vocational training outside the school system, both in work places 
and outside than rural male workers. This reflects the general 
pattern within Turkey, yocational training is directly related to 
workers’ educational background. Many rural workers have lower levels 
of schooling than urban workers.
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The interview results are in accord with data from all surveys 
which have been carried out on Turkish migrants. They have all 
pointed out the relatively high levels of education and vocational 
training among migrant workers. This may be explained by the fact 
that labour importing countries are keen to recruit high proportions 
of skilled labourers with vocational training or at least with 
industrial experience, rather than large numbers of unskilled 
unemployed workers mainly from agrarian sectors of Turkey.
SKILL LEVELS OF MIGRANTS BEFORE DEPARTURE
It might be expected that one of the major reasons for the 
Northern European industrial countries’ preference for Turkish 
workers has been and continues to be that Turkey exports the 
highest percentage of skilled workers abroad, while other Mediterr­
anean countries were much more reluctant to give up their skilled 
labour force. In fact in 1912, some restrictive administrative 
measures were introduced, such as a ban on the recruitment of qualified 
manpower from the arms indsutry, and mining sector mainly from the 
province of Zonguldak. According to Turkish Employment Service 
(T.E.S.) data based on official departures for Germany, Austria and 
Holland, about 41% of Turkish migrants in 1964-5, around 30% during 
1966-6 8, 37% in 1970 and 36% in 1971 were skilled or semi-skilled 
workers. However, according to figures given by the T.E.S. 
continued surveys, the proportion of semi-skilled and skilled labours 
was much higher. In 1967, 1968, 1969 and 1971, Turkish skilled and 
semi-skilled labourers amounted to 60%, 55%, 5 %^ and 50% of migrants 
respectively.
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The State planning Organisation of Turkey (S.P.O.) surveys 
in 1971 (which included only returned migrant workers) found that 
47 0^ had held skilled positions prior to departure. Aker’s returned 
migrant workers’ sample gave a higher proportion of skilled and 
semi-skilled positions, which was 69$ of the total workers.
The-Table below (5.15) indicates that the interview results 
accord with the data from other surveys, and have brought out the 
relatively high proportion of skilled workers among the migrants.
Of the returned migrant workers interviewed in the city of Kayseri, 
48 .kfo were found to be skilled or semi-skilled labourers before 
departure. However, only 15.4^ of female workers were skilled 
labourers prior to departure compared with 52.1 j0 of male workers.
TABLE 5.15. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS 
IN THE SKILLED CATEGORY BEFORE DEPARTURE.
Total Urban Rural
Total Male Female Male Female Male Female
a ) Unskilled workers 42.4 44.5 23.0 17.7 11.1 73.6 50.0
k) Semi-skilled workers 9.8 10.9 12.9 8.7
°) Skilled workers 17.4 19.3 32.3 5.3
0)Apprentices
e) Qualified workmen 8.3 8.4 7.7 14.5 11.1 1.8
f) Master workmen 2.3 2.5 3.2 1.8
g) Technicians 3.0 3.4 6.5
*) Officials white 
collar workers 7.6 7.5 7.7 11.3 11.1 3.5
i) Unemployed 3.8 3.4 7.7 1.6 11.1 5.3
3) Housewives 4.5 46.2 44.4 50.0
«0 Departed abroad as 
a child 0.8 7.7 11.1
Fewer male workers who departed from urban areas were 
unemployed (1.6$) and unskilled workers (17.7$) than male workers 
who departed from rural areas (5.3$ of whom were unemployed)
73.6$ of whom were .unskilled workers. 81.7$ of urban migrants then 
had been employed in occupations requiring a certain amount of skill 
(12.9$ semi-skilled, 32.3$ skilled, 14.5$ qualified manpower,
3.2$ master workmen, 6.5$ technicians, 11.3$ white collar workers- 
officials). By comparison, only 21.1$ of male workers from rural 
areas had held skilled or semi-skilled jobs. (8.7$ semi-skilled,
5.3$ skilled, 1.8$ qualified, 1.8$ master, 3*5$. white collar workers- 
official position.).
There is no doubt that the migrant workers were relatively 
highly skilled compared with the rest of the Turkish labour force 
and that of the province of Kayseri.. Only 17$ of the urban sample 
(17.7$ of males, 11.1$ of females) were unskilled prior to departure 
as compared with 64$ of those ; employed in Turkish manufacturing 
industry in 1965 and 56$ in 1970 and also compared with 54$ of 
those employed in the province of Kayseri in 1970. This last 
figure includes only city centres and towns in the province, because 
there is no significant manufacturing industry in the rural districts 
of the province). The interview results break down the "skilled'' 
category in considerable detail, and have consequently indicated the 
relatively high proportion of top skill levels in this sample of 
migrant workers. For instance, 10.6$ of those interviewed had been 
technicians and officials (17.8$ of the total number of male workers 
from urban areas, 3.5$ of the total number of male workers from 
rural areas), as compared with a figure of 2$ for the total Turkish 
manufacturing workforce.
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EMPLOYMENT STATUS BEFORE DEPARTURE
According to the interview, results, as Table 5.16 shows, 
few migrant workers, about 3*8$ of the total number (2.8$ of those 
from urban areas, 5.3$ of those from rural areas) had been unemployed 
prior to departure. However, this figure does not take account of 
disguised unemployment. It is believed that the major reason for 
migration among workers from rural areas was their insufficient 
income. 6l$ of male workers from the agrarian sector said that 
they had been taking employment as seasonal workers in other sectors, 
mainly in construction, for some periods each year to supplement 
their income from farming. 47.5$> of migrant workers from rural 
areas (about half of the males and half of the females) stated that 
they were unpaid family workers before departure. However, it is 
difficult to de-classify the respondent according to their employment 
status by relying on their statements. In this case, such a practice 
would seem excusable in view of the fact that the extent of disguised 
unemployment in the Turkish countryside is unknown.
There is no doubt, however, that the extent of open unemployment 
among migrant workers compares most favourably with that of the 
indigenous population as a whole. Estimates of urban unemployment 
in 1968 range from 7 to 10$ of the active population of Turkey and 
according to the official Turkish Government estimate, the figure 
increased to 11$ in 1973 and 14$ in 1978. However, the unoffficially 
generally accepted estimate in 1978-79 was 20$. In the city of 
Kayseri, estimates of unemployment in 1968 were around 6 - 8$ of 
the active population. In 1978, the numbers were estimated at about
15$.
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TABLE 5.16,. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF MIGRANT WORKERS BY SECTOR OF 
EMPLOYMENT AND BY EMPLOYMENT STATUS PRIOR TO DEPARTURE
Total * \ Urban % Rural $
Total Male Female Male Female Male Female
UNEMPLOYED 
Agriculture 1.5 1.7 0 0 0 3.5 0
Industry 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Construction 1.5 1.7 0 1.6 0 1*8 0
Service 0.8 0 7.7 0 11.1 0 0
Total unemployed 3.8 3.4 7.7 1.6 11.1 5.3 0
EMPLOYEE
Wage or salary A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
earner ^ 22.0 23.5 7.7 45.2 11.1 0 0
C 12.1 13.4 0 14.5 0 12.3 0
S 11.4 10.9 15.4 17.7 22.2 3.5 0
Total wage earner 45.5 47.8 23.1 77 .'4 33.3 1 5 .8 0
Family worker A 22.0 22.7 15.4 0 0 47.3 50.0
(unpaid) ^ 0.8 0.8 0 1.6 0 0 0
C 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S. 1.5 1.7 0 3.2 0 0 0
Total family 
worker 24.3 25.1 15.4 4.8 0 47.3 50 .0
SELF EMPLOYED A 10.6 11.8 0 0 0 24.5 0
I 3.0 3.4 0 4.8 0 1.8 0
C 1.5 1.7 0 3.2 0 0 0
s 5.3 5.9 0 6.5 0 5.3 0
Total self employed 20.4 22.8 0 14.5 0 31.7 0
EMPLOYER A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
I 0.8 0.8 0 1.6 0 0 0
C 0 0 0 0 0 0‘ 0
s 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0
Total employers 0.8 0.8 0 1.6 0 0 0
DEPARTED ABROAD AS 
A CHILD 0.8 0 7.7 0 11.1 0 0
HOUSEWIFE 4.5 0 46.1 0 44.4 0 50 .0
Notes: A = Agriculture: I = Industry: C = Construction: S = Service
Unemployed refers to time of application.
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Turkey as one of the labour exporting countries expects 
migration to relieve unemployment pressure to an extent and to 
contribute to the growth of the home economy. But requirements of 
labour receiving (importing) countries who are looking for the 
best qualified and most suitable elements for filling the industrial 
employment gap, (which are exactly those elements which are most 
needed by the home industry), preclude any mass export of the 
unemployed. For although migration has had important effects on 
employment in Turkey, these have not simply resulted from exporting 
the unemployed.
An interview with some factory managers, in the city of Kayseri, 
revealed that the textile industry in particular lost its semi­
skilled or skilled labourers due to migration during the late 
1960s and early 1970s, and thus experienced difficulty in filling 
skilled level vacancies.
Table 5.16 shows that a great number of migrant workers, 45.5$ 
(h i .8$ of male workers and 23.1$ of female) were wage earners prior 
to departure. There is a big difference between urban and rural 
patterns of employment in that 77.4$ of male workers from urban 
areas were wage earners as compared with only 15.8$ of the rural 
male workers. On the other hand, 79$ of the rural male workers were 
unpaid family workers and self employed as compared with 19.3$ of the 
urban male workers. Figures for the female workers shows the same 
disequilibrium. 33.3$ of the urban females compared with no rural 
females, were wage earners. Conversely 50$ of the rural females 
were unpaid family workers, whereas no urban females fell into this 
category.
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TABLE 5.17V WORK STATUS OF TURKISH EMPLOYED ACTIVE MANPOWER 
1955 - 1975
1955
%
i960
%
1965
1o
1970<fp
1975
%
Wage earner 13 19 23 27 28
Self employed 0 1 1 1 1
Unpaid family worker 55 48 48 45 45
Unknown 5 4 1 0 1
Sources; Republic of Turkey, State Institute of Statistics,
Census of population i960, 1965, 1970 and 1975 
(1% sample result).
When the employment status of migrant workers results are 
compared with those for the employed active manpower of Turkey, 
as a whole and with those for the province of Kayseri (1970),
(Table 5.17‘) migrant workers were over-represented as wage earners. 
45.5% (47.8% of male workers, 23.1 % of female workers) of migrant 
workers were wage earners as compared with 27% (39% of males,
1 4% of females) of the e.a.p. of Turkey in 1970.. In the same year, 
in the province of Kayseri, wage earners among the active manpower 
were 33.3% (43.8% of males, 15*7% of females). (T a b le  .A.1^.
EMPLOYMENT OF MIGRANTS BEFORE DEPARTURE BY SECTOR
Table 5.16 shows which sectors migrant workers were employed in 
before departure; 26.6% (28.5% of the male sample, 7.7% of females) 
came from industry, 15.1% (16.8% of the male sample and no women) 
from construction, 34.1% (36.2% of male workers, 15.4% of : female) 
from agriculture, 19.0% (18.5% of males, 23.1% of females) from the 
service sectors.
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Even though the biggest proportion of migrant workers came from 
agriculture, migrants from this septor have been under-represented 
when compared with its share in the total employment of Turkey 
(T9ble A.12). In 1970, 67.7$ (54 .1$ of male workers,89.5$ of female) 
and in 1975 (Table A.13) 64.1$ of the workforce (50.1$ of males,
88.9$ of females) worked in agriculture, similarly, the number of 
migrants from the agricultural sector is small relative to the 
proportion of workers employed in this sector in the province of 
Kayseri. In 1970 59.5$ (48.5$ of males, 78.0$ of females) of the 
labour force in the province were still employed in agriculture 
(Table A.11).
Migrant workers from the industry and construction sectors on 
the other hand, accounted for a large proportion, relative to their 
share in the total employment of Turkey and the province of Kayseri.
In 1970, 9.3$ of,the Turkish labour fopce.was employed in industry,
2.9$ in construction and 14.6$ of the workforce of Kayseri province 
was employed in industry and 5.3$ in. construction. Furthermore, 
during the interview, 6l$ of male migrant workers from the agricultural 
sector stated that they had had experience in different sectors 
(mainly in construction) before departure abroad.
A high proportion of urban male workers, over half of the total 
(53.2$) came from industry, 19*3$ from construction, and 27.4$ from 
the service sector. In comparison, most non-urban males had worked 
in agriculture. Only 1.8$ of rural males were employed in industry, 
14.1$ in construction and 8.8$ in services. The rest, 71.8$ had worked 
in agriculture.
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Labour importing countries tend to select workers from the 
industrial sector by demanding skilled or semi-skilled labour and 
discouraging large scale immigration of agricultural workers.
Migrant workers who worked in the industrial sector before departure 
were almost entirely recruited to work abroad officially. In 
contrast, migrant workers departing abroad by unofficial channels 
such as "tourist" or at the invitation of relatives, mostly came 
from the agrarian sector and had no industrial experience. It is 
well known that industrial workers, although further down the 
waiting list, were able to leave Tnrkey within a much shorter 
space of time, than large numbers of unskilled, agricultural 
labourers waiting to migrate, who were kept waiting longer.
OCCUPATION BEFORE DEPARTURE
Table 5.18 shows that migrant workers’ pre-departure employment 
cover the whole range of occupations, industrial, construction, trade 
and professional, known in Turkey. Examination of the data confirms 
that a particularly high proportion of males from urban areas (53*2^) 
were employed in manufacturing occupations, compared with only 3.2^ 
of rural males. The data also indicates the relatively high 
proportion of white collar workers among the urban males, 11.3 
(8.1 ^ clerks, 1 .6 j0 teachers, 1.6^clergymen )as opposed to rural 
males, (3.2<f0 clergymei). They all left Turkey for blue-collar jobs.
16.1 of the urban males, (8.1^ plasterers, 1.6^ construction 
workers, 3.2^ bricklayers, 3.2^ carpenters) and 12.4^ of the rural 
males (5.3^ construction workers, 3.5^ plasterers, 1.8^ bricklayers, 
1.8^ carpenters) were employed in construction work.
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TABLE 5.18. . PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS 
ACCORDING TO THEIR OCCUPATION BEFORE DEPARTURE.
Occupation Total Urban Rural
To^al Male
1o
Female Male
$
Female Male
%
Female
fO
Unemployed 3.8 3.4 7.7 1.6 11.1 5.3 0
Official -white
collar worker 4.5 4.2 7.7 8.1 11.1 0 0
Teacher 0.8 0.8 0 1.6 0 0 0
Me chani c-te ch. 3.0 3.4 0 6.5 0 0 0
Driver 2.3 2.5 0 4.8 0 0 0
Street hawker 1.5 1.7 0 0 0 3.5 0
Farmer 32.5 34.5 15.4 0 0 71.9 50
Grocer 1.5 1.7 0 1.6 0 1.8 0
Shop assistant 0.8 0 7*7 0 11.1 0 0
Housekeeper 0.8 0.8 0 1.6 0 0 0
Textile worker 6.0 6.7 0 12.9 0 0 0
Weaver 2.3 2.5 0 4.8 0 0 0
Tailor 0.8 0 7.7 0 11.1 0 0
Welder 0.8 0.8 0 1.6 0 0 0
Metal worker 3.0 3.4 0 6.5 0 0 0
Motor mechanic 6.0 6.7 0 12.9 0 0 0
Electrician 0.8 0.8 0 1.6 0 0 0
Plumber 1.5 1.7 0 3.2 0 0 0
Construction
worker 3.0 3.4 0 1.6 0 5.3 0
Plasterer 5.3 5.9 0 8.1 0 3.5 0. . . '
Bricklayer 2.3 2.5 0 3.2 0 1.8 0
Skilled indust­
rial worker 1.5 1.7 0 3.2 0 0 0
Craft worker 2.3 2.5 0 3.2 0 1.8 0
Retail trade 2.3 2.5 0 4.8 0 0 0
Carpenter 2.3 2.5 0 3.2 0 1.8 0
Nurse assistant 0.8 0.8 0 1.6 0 0 0
Imam (moslem
priest) 2.3 2.5 0 1.6 0 3.5 0
Housewife 5.6 0 53.8 0 44.4 0 50
Departed as a 
child 0. 0 7.7 0 11.1 0 0
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An interesting feature was that over half (53.8$) of the 
female workers were housewives prior to departure. There are 
no significant differences between the urban and rural females. 
However, among urban females, a few were found to have been 
employed as tailors, clerks or shop assistants.
When the pre-departure occupations of migrant workers are 
compared with occupational distribution in Turkey as a whole, or 
that of the province of Kayseri (see Tables A. 14 and A. 15 ), 
it becomes apparent that demand in the labour recruiting 
countries has determined that migrants came from particular 
occupational sectors. For instance, migration has absorbed high 
numbers of skilled workers from Turkish manufacturing industries 
and the construction sectors. Workers in these occupations are 
precisely those needed in Turkey for industrial development.
The proportion of the Turkish workforce employed as craftsmen or 
labourers in the non-agricultural sector was 19.9$ iu 1970 aud 
21$ in 1975. The same figures for the province of Kayseri was, 
in 1970, 15.7$.
This research accords with the data from other surveys, which 
have also brought out the relatively high proportion of migrant 
workers employed in manufacturing occupations before departure 
abroad.
/
32.5$ of the total number of migrants workers (71.9$ of rural 
males) i.e. nearly all of those working on the land, classified 
themselves as farmers (ciftci). 22$ had worked on the family
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smallholding as unpaid family workers, 10*5^ were land-owning 
peasants. None of the interviewees were landless - "agricultural 
workers" or "peasants". All other surveys have made similar 
findings. Therefore, some authors such as Paine (1974) argued 
that "this means that the poorest, non-land owning peasants were 
not migrating." This may be partly because the poorest families 
could not raise the basic capital requirements for successful 
completion of their application, e.g. transport to and residence 
in Ankara or Istanbul. On the other hand, foreign reluctance to 
accept completely unskilled migrants may equally be responsible.
A great number of male workers from agricultural occupations went 
abroad unofficially without work permits as "tourists" or at the 
invitation of relatives in spite of the fact that this entails far 
greater expense and risk than being recruited through official 
channels.
-\
SIZE OF WORKFORCE BEFORE DEPARTURE
Differences emerged between the size of workforce employed by 
Turkish firms where migrants had been working before departure 
according to sector of employment. Generally speaking, the respondants 
had been concentrated in large industrial enterprises as the Table 
5.19 indicates. 5 3 * 8 of urban migrant workers said that they had
been employed in industrial establishments. Of these, 22.9$ bad 
worked in establishments with less than 10 employees, 22.9% in­
establishments with between 10 and 99 employees, 34.2^ in workplaces 
with between 100 and 499 employees and 20.0$ in firms with over 500 
employees. According to the 1963 manufacturing census only of 
industrial establishments fell into this last category while 69^ of
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industrial employees worked in such establishment. This means that 
despite the high representation of "modern" occupations, the 
proportion of industrial migrant workers (who remained abroad, 
on average 7.7 years) employed in "large" enterprises was higher 
than that of the industrial home labour force.
TABLE 5,19. SIZE OF WORKFORCE EMPLOYED IN ESTABLISHMENTS
WHICH MIGRANTS WORKED BEFORE DEPARTURE (Not 
\ * , 
including rural sample)
IN
Size of Total Industrial Construction Service
Workforce 1o Urban $ Urban $ Urban $
1 - 9 workers 48.1 22.9 66.7 55.6
10 - 99 workers 25.3 22.9 33.3 33.3
100-499 workers 17.7 34.2 - 11.1
500 and over workers 8.9 20.0 - -
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Note: Table does not include workers departed abroad from rural
areas. Most worked on their smallholding or on extended 
family farms with other family members and only small numbers 
worked in service and construction sectors.
It was found that about two-thirds of the total number of migrant 
workers from the construction and service sectors had worked in 
establishments with less than 10 employees. Some migrants, particularly 
in the service sector, were self-employed. Nearly all rural male 
workers had worked in small establishments of this sort.
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Most rural workers (about three-quarters) had been working on 
their smallholdings or "family farms" with other family members. 
However, over half of these had experienced employment as seasonal 
workers in the big cities, mainly in the construction or service 
sectors. The majority of these said they had worked in firms with 
fewer than lo employees.
REASONS FOR DEPARTURE
There is no doubt that workers migrate with specific objectives 
in mind. Naturally a worker would not make the decision to migrate 
if he thought that he may end up any worse off than if he had stayed 
in Turkey. Thus, one can say that the migrant worker regards leaving 
his homeland as the best possible method of achieving his aims.
During the interview with returned migrants, the main reasons for 
taking the decision to go .abroad as migrant workers emerged. These 
fell into two main categories. Table 5.20shows that the migrants* 
motives for migrating were predominantly financial. For instance, 
in the primary category of their reasons for departure, 73.5$ of the 
migrant workers declared their desire to earn a higher income as a 
main reason for their departure. (56.8^ of the migrants said that 
they had insufficient income in Turkey, and 15-9^ of the migrants 
declared that they had wanted to save up money to prepare for a better 
future or start a business on return and 0.8^ desired to repay debts. ) 
However, financial considerations were more important for the rural 
than for urban male workers and 87.6^ of the former compared with 71*^$ 
of the urban male workers, explicitly mentioned them lir -
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interview.'' * women on the other hand, seemed less concerned with 
financial aspects. Less than a quarter (23.1$) of the total female 
workers (23.1$ of urban women, 25.0$ of those from rural areas) 
mentioned it as a reason for departure. Most (69.2$) stated that 
joining their husbands was the main reason for their migration.
Nearly all the interviewees who did not give financial 
considerations as their primary reason, gave a financial reason as 
their secondary motivation. However, a much greater proportion,
31.0$ (33.6$ of the total males; 25.8$ of males from urban areas, 
and 42.1$ of males from rural areas) cited the desire to save up 
money for guaranteeing their future, i.e. setting up a business on 
return home, as their main secondary motive. In other words, the 
most striking feature of the interview results on motives for 
departure, is that financial reasons “were emphasised, particularly 
among male workers. Insufficient income in Turkey was given most 
frequently as the major reason for migration and the desire to save 
money abroad was most frequently cited as being second in importance.
During the interview, slightly different motives emerged among 
the urban male and rural male workers. Financial reasons seemed to 
be a stronger motive for the rural male than for the urban male 
worker; only 71$ of the urban males mentioned a financial reason
(1) As most evidence indicates, wage levels in the labour-scarce
European countries are at least four, and often many more times 
earnings rates in Turkey. For a person wishing to better his 
economic position, either by a permanent move or through 
accumulation of capital over a limited time span, this 
represents an attractive option.
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while 29Jo cited some other reasons (such as, 3.2^ "to improve 
vocational skills", 3.2^ "to find new occupational training",
6.5$ "to continue education-study", 3.2^ "job dissatisfaction",
1.6j6 "desire to live abroad," 3.2^ "to buy equipment for their 
business", 3.2^ "to buy houses", 4.9$ "were encouraged by otherss 
to work and live abroad temporarily"). In comparison, 8 7 .6j> 
of the rural males gave a financial reason and only 12.4^ mentioned 
reasons other than financial ones, (i.e. 1.8f0 to find a new occupation, 
1.8 f 0 to continue educa tion-study, 1.8^ job dissatisfaction, 3 . 5 f o  
lack of employment and 1.8^ work found by relatives). No rural 
male migrants counted among their reasons for leaving Turkey, 
improving their vocational training, the desire to live abroad or 
to buy equipment for a business or to buy a house. Furthermore, 
whereas 6.5^ of the urban male workers cited as a reason the 
continuation of their education, 6nly 1.8^ of rural males mentioned 
this, conversely, 3.5$ of rural males mentioned lack of employment, 
but no urban males gave this reason for d e p a r t u r e . I t  might 
be concluded that a great number of unemployed Turkish workers were 
unable to participate in the migration movement, because the host 
countries introduced recruitment policies which ensured that the 
actual volume of migration depended on host countries’ demands.
That is to say, labour importing countries selected the most suitable 
migrant elements by using international wage differentials between 
a particular host and labour exporting country like Turkey to 
determine the actual volume of migratory flow, owing to the lower
Only 3.8^ of the total migrant workers (1.6^ of the males, 5*3$ 
of the rural males) were actually unemployed before departure.
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standard of living of many Turkish workers, it is not surprising that
the "Queue" (applying for departure abroad) in Turkey reached one and
a quarter million in 1971. More recently, the same factor enabled 
the labour receiving countries to fill their employment needs and 
then at the onset of the economic crisis, to send workers back or 
to close their borders to migrant workers.
A typical example of reasons for departure abroad is the case 
of sallbi
Salih was 26 years old and had worked as a construction worker 
before departing abroad. He was hardly earning a living. At that 
time he had recently married. He had never considered going abroad 
while leaving his wife at home, and such behaviour conflicted with 
his system of values, oue of his neighbours had come home for a 
holiday, well dressed with plenty of presents and money which he 
spent lavishly. He talked in glowing terms to his neighbours about 
how easy it is to make money abroad. Salih was deeply impressed
and decided to go abroad for two years and set up his own business
on return. He sent his newly married wife to live with his family 
in his native village and expected her to stay in his own family 
house until his permanent return home. Then he went to Holland as' 
an unskilled manual worker.
THE CHANNELS THROUGH WHICH WORKERS WENT ABROAD
\
in the early 1960s, Turkish workers hegan to participate in 
the migration movement to western European countries, which urgently 
needed manpower for the rapidly developing industry, in a way that 
had no historical precedent. T° begin with, mostly young, male, 
skilled or semi-skilled manual workers, predominantly coming from 
the developed part of Turkey, with industrial experience or at 
least city living-working experience, were attracted to employment 
abroad. This migration flow cannot he characterised simply as 
spontaneous emigration, because it was encouraged by the Turkish 
Government and arranged by Governmental Agencies, particularly the 
Turkish Employment office, in order to "export" 'Surplus manpower!' 
by way of bilateral agreements. Thus, the Turkish state organisations 
and some organisations in the receiving countries have organised 
labour recruitment abroad, based upon bilateral agreements. Turkey 
signed its first bilateral agreement with the Federal Republic of 
Germany in October 1961. This agreement was followed by a series of 
treaties with other countries such as Austria 1964, France 1966,
Sweden 1967, Australia 1967 and so on. However, it is estimated that 
until 1974 when western labour importing countries started to restrict 
labour recruitment from Turkey, only about three-quarters of Turkish 
migrant workers were recruited abroad through the official channels. 
About a quarter of Turkish migrant workers, mainly from rural areas, 
were able to go abroad through unofficial channels - as "tourists", 
on the invitation of relatives, as students, etc.
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The Tahle 5.21 shows that 58.5$ of the total number of migrant 
workers interviewed, stated that they had gone abroad through the
Turkish Employment Service (T.E.S.) channel. These were predomin-
83.9$ of male workers from urban areas were recruited through 
official channels, compared to only 4o.4$ of rural male workers.
About 6o$ of the rural male workers declared that they were able
to go abroad through unofficial channels, without proper work 
permits. A great number of these, 43.8$ departed as "Tourists" 
workers. 12.3$ left upon the invitation of relatives or friends 
and 3.5$ as dependants, in comparison, only 4.8$ urban males
departed as "tourist" workers, 8.1$ upon the invitation of relatives
or friends and 1.6$ as students.
Turkish workers who went abroad through the Turkish Employmen't' 
Service channel had to wait on the "waiting" list for some time.
Compared with workers from'urban areas with industrial experience, and 
qualifications, rural workers without any qualifications had to wait 
much longer; sometimes as long as three or four years. s°me even 
lost their chance to go abroad through official channels due to becoming 
over age while still on the "waiting" list. This situation has, of 
course, largely contributed to an increase, mainly among rural workers 
in illegal emigration. n (S.ee: case; 2 - .sa'dik.)
st all European countries employing foreign workers had a considerable 
number of so-called "tourist workers" or "student workers", who 
legally leave their home country as tourists and then take up any 
employment offered abroad without work permits. illegally migrated 
workers are deprived of all legal protection accorded to officially 
recruited foreign workers. However some tourist workers were able to 
obtain a work permit during their work period abroad. However, during 
the economic crises of 1967:>1973, most of these workers were sent home 
as it was claimed that they did not have work permits.
ately from urban areas with experience of working in industry;
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The great attraction of employment abroad, based on the international 
wage differences, together with the inadequacies of the home labour 
market, had led about one and a half million persons to register 
foi? placement in a foreign country by mid 197*±.
Nearly all migrant workers who used the official labour recruiting 
channels, were male (63$ were males, 15$ were females). Most female 
workers, over three-quarters, 77$ (67$ of the urban female workers 
and all the rural female workers) sent abroad as migrant workers’ 
spouses. These results are backed up by all other surveys in this 
area. Although this particular group of female workers do not have 
to wait on the”waiting" list to leave the country, it normally takes 
about a year before their husbands can send them an invitation and 
at least another year before these wives are entitled as ’workers” 
to take on employment. •
A typical example of a rural migrant worker in this category:
Sadik....
He was living in one of the little villages in Kayseri province.
He had not got enough land to support his family so in addition to 
working on the farm, he went to the cities to look for work as.a 
seasonal migrant worker. He met with migrant workers and some 
of his countrymen home for holidays who told him how easy it was 
to earn unheard of wages in Western European countries. After that, 
he applied to the Turkish replacement office to go aborad, as a 
migrant worker, and was put on the waiting list. About ten months 
later, he received a letter from the Turkish replacement office that 
informed him that he could not be sent abroad because he was over age, 
having just turned thirty-five.
132
He thought that going abroad to look for work would he his only 
chance of changing his fate. He rented out his land for the next 
two years to one of his neighbours, which helped to pay for his 
journey. some of his countrymen and one of his relatives were 
already working in different countries in Europe. First he tried to 
enter Germany with some other "tourist workers". However, they were 
not allowed to enter the country. Then he went to France and stayed 
with one of his relatives at a worker’s boarding house. He could 
not find a job for a month so one of his countrymen helped him 
across the border to stay with some of his friends in H ° H and.
They found him a job in a construction firm a few weeks later but 
he could not get a work permit. He was working illegally and not 
earning sufficient wages. s°metimes he slept in a forest near where 
they worked because of searches for illegal migrant workers by the 
police. Eight months later he received a work permit and living 
permit in H°iland and started to work legally and improved his earnings 
by working overtime. He was sending some remittance to his family 
and some relatives who had helped his family financially, when he 
left them behind at home with no means of support. Ha also started 
to save money for his future. H°wever, soon the economic recession 
influenced migrant workers in Holland in 1973. Therefore, when 
redundancies were made in his work place he was put out of work.
He did not want to return home even for a holiday because he had not
enough money saved to set up his own business on return, if he was
to return home, he was sure that he would have to face unemployment 
and be even worse off than when he left the country. If he returned
to his native land before attaining his goal, he would be disgraced.
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But he could not manage to find a job for five months in Holland. 
One of his countrymen who was working in a mine in Belgium invited 
him to work with him in the same mine where there was a job vacancy.
He -went to Belgium and took up the job. unfortunately, his bad 
health meant that he could not keep his job in the mine for more than 
a year. He was forced to leave work. He returned to Holland and 
luckily found a job in the same construction firm for which he 
had worked previously.
After working for three more years in Holland, he returned home 
but he did not settle down in his little village, while he was 
working abroad, he had bought a house in the city of Kayseri and 
moved his family from his village to Kayseri because he thought 
that he could improve his children’s future by giving them the 
opportunity of having an education in the city, in other words, 
he wanted to save them from a poor and rural life by giving them 
an education, in addition, it was easier for him to start his 
own business in the city if he lived there.
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CHAPTER 6
INFORMATION ABOUT MIGRANT WORKERS ’ WORK 
AND LIFE ABROAD
THE NUMBER OF TIMES MIGRANT WORKERS EMIGRATED ABROAD
The table below (Table 6.1) shows that most returned migrant 
workers, about 84.8% (83.2% of male workers, all female workers) 
emigrated only once, and the rest, 15-2%, emigrated more than once 
(12.9% twice, 2.3% thrice). However, it is observed that emigrating 
more than once among rural male workers was more common than for 
urban male workers. Over a quarter, 28.1% of the rural returned 
migrants cited that they had been abroad seeking employment more 
than once. In comparison, only 6.4% of the urban males had done so.
TABLE 6.1. THE NUMBER OF TIMES MIGRANTS EMIGRATED
Total Urban Rural
Total
1°
Male Female
fo
Male Female
% %
Male Female
f, ■ 1°
Once 84.8 83.2 100.0 93.6 100.0 71.9 100.0
Twice 12.9 14.3 4.8 24.6 - .
Thrice 2.3 2.5 1.6 3.5 -
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Most migrant workers who declared that they went abroad once 
had worked in skilled jobs before departure and when abroad.
Most rural male workers and almost all urban male workers who 
went abroad more than once, were unskilled labourers and most of 
them had no experience of industrial employment. Over half of them 
had cited failure to keep their employment abroad during their 
first emigration, due to the economic crises of 1967 and of; 1973 
as the reason for returning to Turkey after migrating for the first 
time. (see case Nuri).
Also it was found that a great number of workers who emigrated 
more than once first went as "tourists" or upon the invitation of 
relatives and friends. They had no work permits.
All female workers went abroad only once. The reason for this 
might be that most of them were abroad with their spouses. If they 
were to become unemployed, they would have been able to stay on 
in the host country by sharing and living on their husband’s wages 
for some time until obtaining new jobs. There are, however, other 
reasons for this. For instance, traditionally, Turkish women are 
not expected to get employment to keep the family. This is the 
duty of the husband. If female workers became unemployed for a 
long terjn while abroad, they returned home permanently with the 
children.
A good example of a migrant worker who emigrated abroad more 
than once is the case of Nuri:
13b
Nuri....
After three years working in West Germany, he became unemployed 
in the 19^7 economic crisis. He returned to his village in Turkey.
He did not own much property in his village, that was why he had 
looked for a job abroad. On his return, he moved to the nearest 
town to his village leaving his family behind. With one of his 
relatives, he set up a business using money he had saved abroad.
It was a grocery shop supplying peasants who came from villages 
each week for shopping. He only managed to keep his business for 
about two years because he had not got enough capital to enlarge 
his business and he had no experience in managing that sort of 
enterprise. He had worked as a farmer, construction worker and 
unskilled manual worker on an assembly line in the metal industry 
abroad. After his business closed down there was no work available 
for him in his province.
He decided to go abroad again for three - four years. Then he 
changed his province of residence by moving to the city of Kayseri, 
which is the nearest big industrial city to his village, where he 
might have been able to find employment or set up his own enterprise 
with his savings on his return. He also thought that it was the 
best way to secure his children’s future by giving them the chance 
of education in the city.
During the next two years abroad, he bought a house in Kayseri 
and his family moved in. One of his sons who had finished at 
school, joined him abroad. Nuri found him a job and he worked and 
trained in a special skill. Both father and son worked hard and made 
money while the other children were attending school at home.
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He bought an extra house which he rented out to provide extra 
income to support his family and to buy trading premises for a 
possible business on his return. After seven years work and after 
his second time abroad, he returned home with his son and settled 
down in Kayseri being re-united with his family. He set up his 
own business for which he had bought trading premises for a 
grocery shop. His son found a job as a skilled manual worker on 
a factory shop floor; he had acquired the appropriate skills on 
vocational training courses abroad.
YEARS OF FIRST DEPARTURE ABROAD AND PERMANENT RETURN HOME
Although Turkey is a very new labour exporting country, in the 
course of the second half of the twentieth century it has become 
a major participant in the migration movement. Turkish workers 
started to leave home in the early 1960s. They went to Western 
Europe, mainly to West Germany, as temporary recruited labour.
The migration flow from Turkey rapidly increased in this period, 
by more than 45 times. The number of Turkish migrant workers in 
Europe in 1961 was only 16,000, 0.5$ of the total number of migrant 
workers in Europe. This increased to 724,000 persons in 1974, 
and reached 9$ of the total number of migrant workers (given by 
W.F.T.U.). According to a report by the Turkish Employment Service 
(81$ of Turkish migrant workers (some 648,000 persons) went to 
West Germany between I96I and 1974. The total number of Turkish 
migrants in Europe was 799>337 in mid-1974. At present it is 
estimated that over one and a half million Turkish migrants (including 
their families) live and work in Europe. Of these, some 1,200,000 
are situated in West Germany: one-quarter of all foreign workers
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in Germany are Turks.
In the table below (Table 6.2), it can be seen that migrant 
workers who returned to the city of Kayseri after living and working 
in industry abroad, represent the general characteristics of Turkish 
migrants; at the beginning of the 1960s, migrant workers abroad 
were.predominantly male workers from urban areas. The interview 
sample shows that 1 1.1$ of the total number of urban male workers 
had already gone abroad by the beginning of 1963. No male workers 
from rural areas and no female workers either from urban or rural 
areas had migrated at this time. However in the years following 
1963, .there was a sharp increase in migration by rural background 
male workers. About two-thirds, 65$, of the total number of male
TABLE 6.2. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF 
BY YEAR OF FIRST DEPARTURE
THE RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS
•
Total Urban Rural
TotaJ
1°
Male
1o
Female
1°
Male
%
Female
%
Male
d
p
Female
1o
I960 0 .8 0 .8 1 .6
1961 1.5 1.7 3.2
1962 3.0 3.4 6.5
1963 7.6 8.4 4.8 12.3
1964 17.4 18.5 7.7 12.9 11.1 24.6
1965 11.4 12.6 9.7 15 .8
1966 10.6 11.8 11.3 12.3
1967 2.3 2.5 3.2 il.7
1968 9.8 8.4 23.1 4.8 22.2 12.3 25.0
1969 12.1 12.6 7.7 19.4 11.1 5.3
1970 9yl. 5.0 46.2 6.5 33.3 3.5 75-0
1971 7.6 7.6 1 .1 8.0 11.1 7.0
1972 0.8 7.7 11.1
1973 5.3 5.9 8.0 3.5
1974 0.8 0.8 1.7
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migrant workers, from 1963 until the start of the economic recession 
in 1967, were from rural areas. In comparison the number of urban 
migrant workers has remained steady, with a regular, annual out­
flow, except during the economic recession. Nevertheless, as has 
been found by "all surveys", the interview sample shows that the 
number of emigrants each year has been controlled by the demand 
of the labour receiving countries. In some years, like 1964, 1965? 
1966, 1968 and 1969} there was an increase in migration and in 
1967 the year of economic recession in Europe, there was a sharp 
drop in the number of migrant workers.
The migration of female workers both from urban and rural 
areas started later than that of male workers. Almost all of them 
departed abroad after 1968, a great number of those, 61.6%, went 
abroad in the early 1970s. The main reason for this was that most 
went abroad at the invitation of their spouses. It is now widely 
accepted that workers whose families join them abroad, tend to 
stay longer than single workers. Or in other words, workers who 
want to remain abroad longer, invite their families to join them.
The table over, (Table 6.3) shows that in the city of Kayseri, 
a great number, 86.4%, of migrant workers who stayed abroad for an 
average of 7.7 years, started to return home after 1973, which is 
the year of economic crisis in Europe. In the following year of 
1974, a number of Turkish worker importing countries, like West 
Germany, Holland and France, stox>ped recruiting labour from Turkey.
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TABLE 6.3. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS 
BY THE YEAR OF PERMANENT RETURN HOME.
•
Total Urban Rura 1
Total Male
t°
Female 
%
Male
rf
/°
Female
1°
Male
!°
Female
1°
1967 2.3 2.5 5.3
1968 3.0 3.4 1.6 5.3
1969 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.7
1970 1.5 1.7 3.2
1971 2.3 2.5 3.2 1.7
1972 3.0 3.4 3.2 3.5
1973 8.3 8.4 7.7 4.8 11.1 12.3
1974 11.4 11.8 7.7 8.1 11.1 15.8
1975 15 .2 15.1 15.4 14.5 11.1 15 .8 25.0
1976 24.2 23.5 30.8 27.4 33.3 19.3 25.0
1977 13.6 13.4 15.4 12.9 11.3 14.0 25.0
1978 12.9 11.8 23.0 17.8 22.2 5-3 25.0
1979 0.8 0.8 1.6
THE EXPECTED DURATION OF STAY ABROAD
According to T.E.S. continued surveys, among Turkish migrants 
just before departure, the majority of Turks declared that they
wanted to stay abroad temporarily, just as migrants from Mediterranean
basin countries. However, it is accepted that in the past, Turkish
migrant workers expected to stay abroad for increasingly long periods.
(Table 3.5. ). The length of time which the majority among the
earlier departures expected to spend abroad was two - three years.
Most migrants who departed in later years expected to stay for four -
five years or more.
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According to the results of the interview, the majority of 
returned migrant workers before departure planned to stay abroad 
temporarily, as is normal for Turkish migrants, i.e. for three to 
five years. Then they wished to return home with their savings and 
to settle into a new life at home.
The table below (Table 6 .4) shows that only a few migrant
workers (3 .8 J o ) , (they were all from urban areas with vocational 
training education and experience in industry) said that they 
wanted to live and work abroad permanently. Three quarters of the 
workers (7 5.9/fc) stated that they planned to spend a period of two 
to six years abroad; of these, l 6 . 6 f c , 2  - 3 years, 23.5$> 3 - 4  years,
20.6fo 4 - 5  years and 15.2% 5 - 6 years.
TABLE 6 .4. THE LENGTH OF TIME WHICH RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS 
EXPECTED TO SPEND ABROAD.
Total
fo
Male Female
fo ' fo
Ma le
d
p
Female
fo
Male
fo
Female 
*
1 - 2  years 6.0 6. 7 3.2 10.5
2 - 3  years 16.6 16.8 15.4 12.9 21.0 56.0
3 - 4  years 23.5 25.2 7.7 16.1 11.1 28.1
4 - 5  years 20.6 20.2 23.1 22.6 33.1 14.0
5 - 6  years 15.2 15.1 15.4 25.8 11.1 14.0 25.0
more than 6 years 8.3 8.4 7.7 9.7 11.1 7.0
permanently to settle 3.8 3.4 7.7 6.5 11.1
uncertain 6.0 4.2 23.1 3.2 22.2 5.3 25.0
. .  . . . .  .
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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However, expectations of urban and rural male workers were 
different: of the urban male workers, 5 8.1$ had expected to remain
abroad for at least four years, as opposed to only 35$ of the rural 
male workers. One of the reasons for this may be that most rural 
male workers went abroad leaving their families behind without 
considering taking them abroad later. Another possible reason is 
that most'rural migrant workers went abroad earlier than the majority 
of urban male workers. That is because (according to the interview 
results and the general characteristic of Turkish migrants) migrants 
who left Turkey earlier were keener to spend shorter periods away 
from home than those who departed later.
It may be assumed that migrant workers intended to stay abroad 
for increasingly long periods because they had been influenced by 
returned migrant workers who stayed and worked abroad for a short 
period of time before returning home and found themselves face to 
face with some socio-economic problems and thus failed to be 
reintegrated into socio-economic life at home with their savings.
DURATION OF STAY ABROAD
Continual surveys have been carried out by the Turkish 
employment office abroad on the length of migrant workers1 working 
period abroad. It is indicated (in the table Table 6.5) that 
Turkish migrant workers have been staying abroad for increasingly 
long periods. This observation is supported by other researchers.
They argue that the length of stay of migrant workers abroad is 
increasing because hope of finding an occupation at home is decreasing 
and/or because successful adaptation to the developed industrial
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civilization of the host society is increasingly common.
TABLE 6.5. THE LENGTH OF TIME WHICH TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS WORKED
ABROAD.
The length of stay abroad
00c\ ^
f-H 1971
!°
1974
/°
6 - 1 2  months 2.68 5.65 12.52
1 - 2  years 23.81 31.81 14.31
2 - 3  years 30.08 16.34 16.63
3 — 4 years 27.79 5.64 14.36
4 - 5  years 10.21 8.27 9.68
More than 5 years 4.44 22.10 27.21
Source: T.E.S. Continued Surveys in years 1968, 1971 and 1974.
According to the T.E.S. continuing surveys, (Table 6.5) the 
proportion of Turkish migrant worker population which stayed abroad 
for three years and over was in 1968 42.44$, in 1971 36.01$ and in 
1974 51.25$. Only 4.44$ in 1968, 22.10$ in 1971 and 27-21% in 1974 
were abroad for more than five years.
Table 6.6 shows those returned migrant workers interviewed 
who remained abroad for three years and more said that they stayed 
abroad longer than they had planned; their average length of stay 
abroad was 7.7 years. In comparison, only 12.1 $ of the total number 
of workers had planned to work and live for more than six years 
and of those, 68.9$ had planned to stay abroad for less than five
^ A^badan, N. Bati Almanyadaki Turk Iscileri ve Sorunlari Devlet 
Planlama Teskilati, Ankara 1964, p.18, stated that most Turkish 
migrant workers return home in their first year, which in her 
survey is given as 42$ of the total returned migrant population. 
Short time workers seem to have some difficulty in adapting 
themselves to the western style of life and some problems arise 
with their family which is left behind.
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years. In fact, 81$ of the total number of workers remained abroad 
for more than five years.
TABLE 6 .6 . PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS
BY TOTAL DURATION OF STAY ABROAD.
Total Urban Rural
Total Male Female Male Fema le Male Female
fo fo fo fo fo f fo
3 years 12.9 14.2 16.1 12.3
4 years 6 .1 4.2 23.0 4.8 33.3 3.5
5 years 12.9 12.6 15.4 16.1 11.1 8 .8 25 .0
6 years 8.3 8.4 7.7 9.7 7.0 25.0
7 years 7.6 8.4 6.5 10.5
8 years 13.6 11 .8 30.8 12.9 33.3 10.5 25.0
9 years 6 .1 5.9 7.7 4.8 7.0 25.0
10 years 8.3 8.4 7.7 6.5 11.1 10.5
11 years 11.4 12.6 8 .1 17.5
12 years 7.6 7.6 7.7 8 .1 11.1 7.0
13 years 1.5 1.7 3.5
14 years 1.5 i-7 1.6 1 .8
15 years 2.3 2.5 4.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mean length of 
stay abroad(years) 7 .7 7.8 7.0 7.4 7.0 8 .1 7.0
It might be suggested that the reason for the longer average 
duration of stay abroad than workers had planned is that migrant 
workers tended to underestimate how long it would take them to 
accumulate their target savings. Also, they probably underestimated 
the likelihood of their repatriation because of cyclical unemploy­
ment abroad. As it can be seen, the male migrant workers from rural 
areas have remained abroad for slightly longer periods than urban male
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workers, by emigrating more than once; 2 8.156 of the total rural 
males have been abroad two or three times. The unemployment situation 
on the first trip prevented them from staying longer to achieve their 
a ims .•
Female workers both from urban and rural areas have remained 
abroad for a slightly shorter period (on average seven years) than 
male workers. Male workers stayed an average of 7.8 years. The 
reason for the difference is that most females joined their husbands 
after they had been abroad for some time and also some were persuaded 
to return home by their husbands, to settle down before the husband’s 
permanent return. This sort of case will be touched on in the coming 
chapter.
Furthermore, the interview data seems to support Bohning’s 
hypothesis - that skilled migrant workers tended to remain abroad 
longer than unskilled migrant workers. According to the interview 
results (Table 6.7) skilled and semi-skilled male workers have tended 
to.stay longer than the unskilled. This seems to be because of 
their earnings and employment situation. Almost all of them, unlike 
unskilled males, only emigrated once. They were most willingly 
accepted into employment and were less likely to suffer from 
unemployment during the economic crisis than unskilled migrant 
workers. The point is that the host countries are most likely to 
permit skilled workers to stay. At the same time, unskilled males 
mainly from rural areas, understandably may try to stay longer, 
since their smaller wage packets mean that they cannot save as quickly 
as they had expected. In addition, the employment situation at home 
is much worse for unskilled labourers. It may be argued that after
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failing to get a job at home, some of them managed to go abroad 
looking for•employment a second time.
It was found that the higher skilled manpower stayed abroad 
for less than the average work period of total migrant workers. 
However, none of these were persuaded by their employment situation 
abroad to return home.
TABLE 6.7. DISTRIBUTION OF THE RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS BY SKILL 
LEVEL AND DURATION OF STAY ABROAD.
Total Un­
skilled
Semi­
skilled
Skilled Qua 1- 
if ied
Master Tech­
nician
White
Collar
No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.
3 years 17 8 1 2 2 1 1 2
4 years 8 6 - ' - 1 - - 1
5 years 17 9 3 1 2 - - 2
6 years 11 5 1 1 2 - 2 -
7 years 10 4 - 4 1 - - 1
8 years 18 10./ 2 2 - ' 1 1 2
9 years 8 5 2 - 1 - - -
10 years 11 5 2 2 1 - - 1
11 years 15 8 1 5 - 1 - -
12 years 10 5 1 3 1 - -
13 years 2 1 - 1 - - - -
14 years 2 1 - - - - - 1
15 years 3 — — 2 1 - — —
Total 132 67 13 23 12 3 4 10
Mean length 
of stay _ 
abroad 
(years)
7.5 7.8 9.3 7.1 7.3 5.8 6.7
Note: Mean length of stay abroad for all groups other than unskilled
X: 7.9
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HOME VISITS DURING THE WORKING PERIOD ABROAD
\
The interview data gives additional information on the number 
of work periods abroad and home visits. The vast majority of 
migrant workers interviewed (93*2$) had visited home while working 
abroad. Those who did not tended to be either short stay workers, 
bachelors or if married accompanied by their family. Three quarters 
of these had in addition migrated without work permits as "tourist 
workers" or on the invitation of relatives. They stated that they 
were scared of losing their employment or that they would not be 
allowed to re-enter the host country if they had a holiday in Turkey. 
It is observed that financial accumulation also played an important 
role in the decision whether to visit Turkey.
62.9$ of workers (66.4$ males and 30.8$ of females) declared 
that while working abroad, they visited Turkey each year, 20.5$
(17 .6$ of males, 46.2$ of females) every two years, 5.3$ (4.2$ of 
males, 15.4$ of females) every three years, 5.3$ (4.2$ of males,
15.4$ of females) every four years or less.
Female workers tended to visit home less often than male workers 
during their work period abroad. This may be accounted for by the 
fact that most female workers were married and accompanied by their 
family. They were found not to be keen on having a holiday in Turkey 
for financial reasons.
Married males, both from urban and rural areas, who had left 
their family behind at home, tended to visit home more frequently. 
Nearly all spent their holiday with their family at home.
14:8
The majority of workers who visited home during their work 
periods abroad, who mentioned the time and reason for their home 
visit, said that they returned for their summer holiday. There were 
also reasons such as a pleasant climate for the journey and rural 
males mentioned helping with the harvest. A small group of workers 
said that they were given a vacation in winter, due to being employed 
in the construction sector abroad. However, most workers seemed to 
have their holiday at home for one of the main religious festivals.
FIRST DEPARTURE FOR THE HOST COUNTRY AND CHANGES IN COUNTRY OF 
RESIDENCE DURING THE WORKING PERIOD ABROAD
It is important to study workers' first host country after 
departure for seeking employment, and changes in country of 
residence or employment while abroad. Changes in country of 
residence and employment abroad may have a significant affect not 
only on migrants' life abroad but also their life on their return 
home. Thus in this research, it was thought necessary to investigate 
such changes.
A few Turkish migrants went to the United States, Australia and 
in recent years (early 1970s) to oil producing countries in the 
Middle East. Nonetheless,. most Turkish migrant workers have 
migrated as "guest workers" to industrial developed European 
countries. Some Turkish migrants accompanied by their families went 
to Australia, apparently permanently. Their numbers are estimated 
at around 50,000. Turkish migrant workers were very recently 
recruited for Arabic countries, but since this migration process 
has as yet not been fully investigated, there were no official 
estimates of numbers involved, the duration of stay or date of return.
149
The main Turkish migration movement to Western European countries
has a history of twenty years. It is now estimated that about one
\
and a half million Turks (including workers’ families) live and 
work in Western European countries. Three quarters of them live 
in West Germany.
Amongst the migrant workers interviewed, (Table 6.8 ) it was 
found that most went abroad from the province of Kayseri, and all 
returned to the city of Kayseri after spending an average of 7.7 
years abroad. 72% first departed for West Germany, 9.1% for Holland, 
10.6% for Belgium, 6% for Austria and 2.3% for other countries, such 
as France, Switzerland and Australia.
TABLE 6.8. THE HOST COUNTRIES 
FIRST DEPARTED
FOR WHICH RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS
Total Male Female Male Female Male Female
% dfP % % % % %
Germany 72.0 68.9 100 75.8 100 61.4 100
Holland 9.1 10.1 12.9 7.0
Belgium 10.5 11.8 6.5 17.5
Austria 6.0 6.8 3.2 10.5
France 0.8 0.8 1.8
Switzerland 0.8 0.8 1.6
Australia 0.8 0.8 1.8
Tota 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 DO.0 100.0
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In the sample of migrant workers interviewed, all the female 
workers departed for West Germany and none changed their country of 
residence during their work period abroad. In contrast,some male 
workers did move from the country for which they first departed 
to other Turkish labour importing countries in order to find 
employment. This means that female migrant workers did not tend 
to move within European countries to seek better job conditions.
19.3$ of the total number of male workers (23) (Table 6.9 ) 
stated that they went to other labour receiving countries from the 
country to which they first departed. The migrant workers who did 
so were almost entirely unskilled rather than skilled labourers. 
Most ( 7 of them went abroad from rural areas, and nearly all 
were born in villages.
TABLE 6.9. MIGRANT WORKERS WHO CHANGED THEIR COUNTRY OF RESIDENCE
DURING THE PERIOD OF WORKING ABROAD.
Migrant Moved From To
Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural
Germany 3 3 17 5 12
Holland 3 2 1 h 1 3
Belgium 8 2 6 - - -
Austria 7 2 5 1 - 1
France 1 1 - - -
Denmark 1 1 1 - 1
Total 23 6 17 23 6 17
Note: Two migrant workers changed their host country two and three
times. No female workers changed their first country of residence.
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Interesting results are obtained when the mobile group in 
the returned migrant workers sample is compared with the others.
In theory, it might be expected that generally, migrants who have 
received a better education and have less children and less family 
responsibilities, will be more mobile. In reality, the fact that 
the manpower importing countries are concerned with the workers 
solely because of their economic function leaves limited room for 
choice for the workers in matters other than working conditions.
These workers live from day-to-day regardless of their social and 
economic backgrounds in a rigid environment and are judged by the 
labour importing countries according to the extent of their 
adaptability to their work. Migrant workers are subject to the 
demands of industry in respect of quantity and quality of manpower.
Of course, unskilled workers, mainly from the agrarian sector, would 
be less successful in orientating t*hemselves to industrial work than 
those skilled workers who had already established a footing in some 
type of trade in Turkey. The latter would continue to be mobile 
abroad and to depend on the skills they have. Unskilled labourers 
who have no skill to rely on accept any kind of occupation, with the 
generally lower wages that go with such jobs. They are also first 
to suffer from unemployment if there is any kind of reduction in 
manpower in the industry. Thus, unskilled migrant workers with 
less wages try to enjoy the internatinnal wage differences within 
the host countries, and to receive better, more desirable work than 
they could get at home. When they lose their jobs, they seek another 
one by moving from one country to another.
The table 6.10 shows that migrant workers concentrated on moving 
to Germany while they were working abroad. As migrant workers
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declared the main reason was the relatively high wages paid in 
Germany (the high value of German foreign currency as against the 
Turkish Lira is also a factor). A second reason was to obtain 
better, more desirable jobs, such as factory work, by leaving 
mining and construction jobs which they had held in Belgium and 
Austria.
TABLE 6.10. THE HOST COUNTRY FROM WHICH MIGRANT WORKERS RETURNED HOME
Total Urban Rural
Total
1°
Male
fo
Female
rf
i°
Male
f
Female
fo
Male
fo
Female
fo
Germany 82.6 80.7 100 83.9 100 77.2 100
Holland 9.8 10.9 11.3 10.5
Belgium 4.5 5.1 3.2 7.0
Austria 1.5 1.7 3.5
France
Switzerland 0.8 0.8 1.6
Australia 0.8 0.8 1.8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
SECTORS OF EMPLOYMENT WILE ABROAD
According to Table (A.l6.) in Germany, where three-quarters
of Turkish workers abroad were employed, Turks were highly concentrated 
in the manufacturing and construction industries to a greater extent 
even than migrant workers of other nationalities. In 1970 and 1971»
8k fc and 81^ of Turkish workers in Germany were employed in these sectors, 
as compared with under 50^ of the indigenous German labour force.
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It was found in the sample of interviewed returned migrant workers 
in Kayseri, (Table A.17) that a grea't number (115) about 87$ (65.1$ in 
manufacturing, 22.0$ in construction) were first employed in the 
manufacturing and construction sectors, following the general pattern 
of Turkish migrant employment abroad. A minority of workers were 
employed in different sectors: 10.6$ in mining, 1.5$ in services and 
less than 1$ in agriculture. There have, however, been some differences 
in the sectors of employment among the labour receiving countries.
The proportion of migrant workers who were recruited for the mining 
sector has remained dominant in Belgium. A higher proportion of 
migrant workers were employed in manufacturing in Germany and Holland. 
(While a higher proportion in Germany were employed in metal manu­
facturing, in Holland it was non-metal manufacturing industries).
When analysing the patterns of first employment of the migrant 
workers abroad, it is seen that, of the migrant workers who departed 
from rural areas (villages)-most were first employed in sectors such 
as mining and construction, other than industry. Of the male workers 
who departed from rural areas, 40.4$ went into construction first and 
17.5$ went into mining first. By comparison, of the male workers who 
departed from urban areas, only 9.6$ and 6.5$ respectively were first 
employed in construction and mining sectors.
Table 6.11 shows that the workers' last employment sectors are 
different from their first employment sectors. Some workers not only 
moved from one country to another, but also changed their sector of 
employment. In comparing the last employment sector with the first, 
it can be seen firstly that the proportion of migrant workers employed
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in mining fell substantially. Over half of those employed as miners 
left for other sectors and none remained in agriculture. Secondly, 
there was even a decrease in construction from 2 2 f> to about 13f o .
The proportion employed, particularly in Germany, in manufacturing 
rose from 6 3.1fo to 73-5^. In manufacturing, the metal industry remained 
the dominant employer, particularly among male workers, though more 
female migrant workers were employed in the non-metal manufacturing 
industries with the metal industries taking second place.
TABLE 6.11. MIGRANT WORKERS’ SECTOR OF LAST OCCUPATION BY THE LAST 
COUNTRY OF RESIDENCE.
Total Mining Construction Manufacturing Service
Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural
Germany 109 - ? 7 45 38 9 3
Holland 13 - 2 7 4 - -
Belgium 6 2 4 - - - - -
Austria 2 - 1 - 1 - -
France - - ■ - - - - -
Switzerland 1 - - 1 - - -
Australia 1 - - 1 - -
Total 132 2 4 7 10 53 44 9 3
In number: 132 6 17 97 12
In f: 100 4.5 12.9 73.5 9.1
Note: There was no one left in the sector of agriculture.
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A higher proportion of female workers than male workers were
employed in manufacturing, in particular as their first occupation.
■\
However, during the work period abroad they shifted to the service 
sector. Nearly a quarter of the female workers were recruited into 
the more traditional type of "women's work" in the service sector, as 
their last occupation.
The proportion of migrants in the service sector increased from 
1.5% to 9.1%. Urban males especially were involved in the performance 
of services and trade services as in Turkish cafes or restaurants, 
shops and as owners of worker hostels. No doubt, the increase in the 
Turkish population abroad has encouraged this sector.
The most striking feature about the distribution of migrant 
workers sector of employment while abroad is how much it differs from 
that before departure and how much more it differs from that of 
employment of the Turkish active population as a whole and that of the 
province of Kayseri. In particular, migrant workers' pre-migratory 
distribution of sectors and the sectoral distribution abroad differ 
widely. A great number, about three-quarters of the migrant workers 
from rural areas, who had been employed in agriculture, worked abroad 
in different occupations. In the first and last rural workers' 
occupations abroad, 42.6% and 72.1% respectively were recruited by the 
manufacturing sector. There was an increase in recruitment into the 
manufacturing sector during the work period abroad. However, the 
rural workers especially those who were employed in manufacturing, 
construction or mining sectors, were almost entirely engaged in unskilled 
level jobs which did not need special vocational training or knowledge. 
Thus they may not have acquired any skills to use on their return home.
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This can be better understood when the data for vocational training 
and skill level is analysed.
occupation: wile abroad
Migrant workers abroad were found to be more highly concentrated 
in industrial occupations and in building trades than the labour force a 
at home, (in Turkey as a whole or the province of Kayseri) and 
contrary to their occupations prior to departure and even on return 
(Tables 5.1§ A.14,A.15 ). Of course, the data on occupation brings 
out many features similar to those observed from the classification 
of migrants by sector of employment.
When the skill levels of occupations in which migrant workers 
were employed abroad is analysed, the construction and mining industries 
have need of a less skilled manpower and those migrants occupied in 
mining abroad obtained less desirable and heavier jobs than those 
workers in manufacturing industries. Furthermore, it may be 
concluded that long stay migrant workers shifted from heavy jobs to 
lighter jobs and from simple unskilled manpower work to work needing 
more talent and skill. Nevertheless, it does not give much hope for 
migrant workers to acquire any job skill to use on their return, 
except perhaps in that they gain experience of a new occupation in a 
disciplined industrial environment, because they were almost entirely 
engaged in assembly line production in large industrial establishments.
Only 22.7% (33.8% of the urban, 9.8% of the rural workers) cited 
that they had been employed in the same occupations before departure
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and during their work period abroad. This was despite the fact that 
the proportion of those in industrial employment before departure was 
much higher than for the total Turkish e.a.p. and Province of 
Kayseri e.a.p. This change in employment can be seen as a means to 
attain the ends of migrant workers where the need for money is more
pressing. They fill any kind of vacancy which exists in the host
country. Besides normal living expenses, migrant workers usually 
have to send money home to support dependants. In addition, they 
wish to save in order to establish a better life upon returning home
by setting up a business or buying a house.
Migrant workers tended to be employed in larger firms than those in 
which they had worked prior to departure. According to the Table 
in first and last employment, 41.7$, 5 1.5$ of both male and female 
workers worked in enterprises with over 500 employees. It can be 
seen that workers in the last occupation were concentrated in larger 
establishments. There were, however, differences between the size 
of firms in which male and female migrants were working. Only 15.4$ 
of females were employed in firms with more than 500 employees in 
their last job while none were employed by such firms in the first 
jobs. Most worked in establishments with less than 500 employees.
The main difference was that male workers were concentrated in large 
metal manufacturing plants where females were in light industry 
and services.
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TABLE 6.12. MIGRANT 
NUMBER
WORKERS FIRST AND LAST OCCUPATION ABROAD WITH 
OF EMPLOYEES INtTHE ESTABLISHMENT.
Number of 
Workers
Male Female Total
First
1°
Last
fo
First
1o
Last
$
First
1°
. Last
1o
1 - 3  workers - . 1.7 - - - 1.5
4 - 1 0  workers 1 .7 1.7 7.7 15.4 2.3 3.0
11 - 20 workers 4 .2 3-4 3.8 3.0
21 - 50 workers 8 .4 9.2 7.7 8.3 8.3
51 -100 workers 16.0 10.1 30.8 23.0 17.4 11.4
101 -200 workers 10 .9 8.4 23.0 30.8 12.1 10.6
201 -500 workers 12.6 10.1 30.8 15.4 14.4 10.6
501 -1000 workers 5 .0 5.9 - 15.4 4.5 6.8
1001 -2000 workers 14.3 15.1 - - 12.9 13.6
2000 and over 26.9 34.4 * * - - 24.3 31.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NUMBER OF JOBS OBTAINED BY MIGRANTS ABROAD
As may be expected, migrant workers who spent a long working 
period away, changed their occupation; (Table 6.13), 74.2jo (60.9jo 
of the skilled sample, 86.8jo of the unskilled sample of the migrant 
workers in the interview group (who had been away an average of 7.7 
years), had had more than one job while they were abroad. The 
average number of jobs was found to be 2.3 (for skilled workers 
prior to departure 1.8, and for unskilled 2.8). Nevertheless, the 
average number of years spent abroad among skilled workers (i.e. 
with skills before departure) was slightly higher than for those 
workers who were unskilled labourers before departure. 39*1jo of the
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skilled workers held only one job, against only 1 3.2^ of the 
unskilled workers. This means thatvunskilled workers were more 
mobile in respect of jobs. Certainly, the German surveys in 
1966 and 1968 obtained similar results, i.e. male migrants employed
in skilled positions tended to remain longer in a particular job
TABLE 6.13. MALE MIGRANT WORKERS: FREQUENCY OF SHIFT IN JOBS BY
SKILL LEVEL BEFORE DEPARTURE
Frequency of Total Urban Rura 1
Shift in 
Jobs
Semi­
skilled
1o
Un­
skilled
1o
Semi- Un­
skilled skilled
1o %
Semi­
skilled
1o
Un­
skilled
1o
One time 39.1 13.2 42.3 15.8 25.0 12.2
Two times 46.9 27.9 44.2 3 6 .8 58.3 24.5
Three times 10.9 35.3 9.6 26.3 16.7 38.8
Four times 3.1 14.7 3.9 15 .8 14.3
Five times 5.9 5.3 6.1
Six times 3.0 4.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
x: 2.3: 1.8 2.8 1.8 2.6 1.9 2.9
than did unskilled workers even though this tendency was less marked 
for Turks than for other migrant nationalities.-
In comparison with males, female workers were found to be less 
mobile. Over half of the females kept their first occupation until 
their return home.
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The table below (6.14) shows reasons given by migrant workers who 
changed their occupation during their work period abroad in degrees of 
importance; firstly, about half of the migrant workers mentioned that 
their main reason for movement from one job to another was financial.
39 persons out of 98 responding said it was an attempt to obtain better 
paid jobs and 10 gave the reason that there was the chance to work overtime 
in their new jobs. Secondly, about 20$ of the migrant workers were 
dismissed from their first job and failed to get a new contract in the 
same firm. Alternatively, the firms where migrant workers were first
TABLE 6.14. REASONS FOR CHANGING OCCUPATION BY DEGREES OF IMPORTANCE
The reasons of changing In First 
occupation Degree
In Second 
Degree
No. No.
Couldn't obtain a new 
contract with former enterprises 15 4
Former enterprises were closed down 6 5
Preferred to work in better paid job 39 28
Had found chance to work overtime 
in the new job 10 22
Preferred to work in more desirable 
job 9 14
Former job disturbed his health 4 7
Wanted to work with relatives 
and friends 4 11
Couldn't get on with management 2 3
New job gave opportunity to be legal 
worker (for tourist worker) 3 -
Attempted to get skill in new job 4 4
Others 2 -
Total 98 98
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recruited were closed down. These distinct patterns of job change 
were found to be far more common among unskilled workers. Thirdly, 
migrant workers were found to prefer working in more desirable jobs, 
for instance those who began to work as miners or builders tended 
to change their occupation even if this meant accepting a lower 
wage. Most moved to factory jobs. Other less quantifiable but 
nonetheless influencial factors were, for example, reasons of 
health, job satisfaction, proximity to friends and relatives, etc.
Reasons for job changes given by migrant workers as being second 
in importance, were again mainly financial. Other than these, 
migrants cited preferring to work in more desirable jobs and 
wanting to be with friends or relatives.
The interesting result is that, the principal reason for moving 
from one job to another is not usually to gain professional skills, 
but either to earn more money, or because of dismissal from previous 
employment. This is in complete contrast to Turkish labour-sending 
policy which seems to expect that Turkish migrant workers obtain 
industrial skills abroad, and use it on their return. As it has 
also been show, migrant workers’ main aims abroad are concerned 
with the effect it has on their standard of living on return home.
SKILL LEVELS ABROAD
.Table 6.15 below indicates that the majority of migrants (75*8$) 
were first employed as unskilled manual workers. Only 9.8$ were 
employed at semi-skilled levels, 7.6$ skilled, 0.8$ as apprentice, 
3.0$ qualified, 1.5$ master and 1.5$ at the technician levels.
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The interview provides more detailed information by comparing 
the migrant workers who departed abroad from urban and rural areas.
Fewer urban workers (63.5$) were employed in unskilled positions 
as their first occupations, as compared with a high proportion (90.2$) of 
migrant workers from rural areas. In fact, however, it was found 
that there was an enormous difference between the levels of skill 
involved in the jobs which migrants had had before departure and 
the first jobs they took abroad. This means that relatively skilled
TABLE PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF MIGRANT WORKERS BY SKILL
LEVEL ABROAD *
First occupation Last occupation
Total Urban Rura 1 Total Urban Rural
dln
/° $ $ . $ $ $
Unskilled 75.8 63.4 90.2 53.8 36.6 73.7
Semi-skilled 9.8 ^.1 6.6 18.2 22.6 13.1
Skilled 7.6 12.7 1.6 12.9 18.3 6.6
Apprentice . 0.8 1.4
Qualified 3.0 4.2 1.6 4.5 5.6 3.3
Master 1.5 1.4 4.5 5.6 3.3
Chief master - - - 1.5 2.8
Technician 1.5 2.8 1.5 2.8
Cafe or restaurant 
owner 3.0 5.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
or highly skilled workers took unskilled, semi-skilled or at least 
less skilled jobs on their arrival abroad. Only 19.7$ of the urban
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workers and 78.9 of the rural workers; k 6 .2 f0 (not including house­
wives) of the total sample said that they were employed in unskilled 
positions in their last occupation before departure. Skill variations 
between jobs held in Turkey and those obtained abroad are particularly 
noticeable among male workers. Since only a very few women were 
skilled before departure, no variations are observed among them.
A comparison of migrant workers’ skill position in their first 
and last employment abroad also helps to account for the surprisingly 
low proportion of promotions in the skill levels. This result is 
also supported by a number of s u r v e y s . I n  the last occupation 
abroad, more than half of the total number, 53.8*jo (3 6.6f0 of the 
urban and 73.7^ of the rural sample) of migrant workers were still 
employed as unskilled workers. The apparently surprising result 
is that more of the rura1-sub-group reported having skilled employ­
ment in their last occupation abroad than in Turkey. In fact, however, 
most of these had become semi-skilled by the time of departure.
There was a sharp decrease in the number of unskilled employed urban 
sub-group between the first and last occupations. Nonetheless, a 
great many fewer workers were employed in skilled occupations in 
their final job abroad than had been before departure. This means 
that after an average duration of 7.7 years working abroad, more than 
half the migrants workers returned home as unskilled labourers. The 
skill level was thus proportionately higher amongst the sample,
Castles and G. Kosack,‘Immigrant Workers and Class Structure in 
Western Europe .Oxford Uni. Press, 1973, p.198. "Only six per cent 
of foreigners in the Federal Republic of Germany were promoted to 
the status of skilled worker or foreman and only half of these had 
started off as unskilled workers. No foreign women, however, were 
promoted from unskilled to anything above semi-skilled.
prior to departure.
The results might imply,as some authors have already suggested, 
that some skilled workers lost their vocational skills during their 
work period abroad instead of gaining new skills in their work.
VOCATIONAL TRAINING ABROAD
According to the interview results, a small number of migrant 
workers, about 13.6$ of the total number, were found to have received 
vocational training abroad. These were all male workers (Table A.18.) 
Though two-thirds of them received vocational training in their work­
place, the remainder obtained it outside in public or voluntary 
institutions.^^
Two-thirds of the total number of migrant workers who received
vocational training abroad were from urban areas, compared with
only one-third from rural areas. Of those workers who received some
form of vocational training courses in the workplace, three-quarters
received only short-term orientation courses (of one - two months 
(2 )duration)' } designed to help them adjust to the work place. Only a
'S. Castles and G. Kosack, Immigrant Workers and Class Structure in 
Western Europe Oxford Uni. Press, 1973? p.202. "In France,
Germany, and Switzerland there are a number of public or voluntary 
organisations which offer vocational training facilities specific­
ally for immigrants. As a rule, voluntary organisations organise 
training schemes in order to help the capable and industrious 
immigrant, although the need for skilled labour may help to 
determine whether the authorities make funds available or not.”
2)_Ibid., p. 146., "The Employers' Organisation states: "surveys have 
shown that only a few foreign workers remain unskilled labourers.
It is sufficient for them to adjust to the industrial world and it 
is not necessary to give them a vocational training which goes beyond 
this". In other words, the promotion from unskilled to semi-skilled 
work is often only a nominal one, which does not even involve 
training. Where training is offered it may consist of informal oral 
instruction about work,sometimes complemented by texts in the native 
language of the immigrants.
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quarter of these workers had any further training. These were all 
from urban areas and had already had some vocational training 
education and industrial experience at home. Outside the work 
place, vocational training, from apprentice to master workman levels 
are offered by the public or voluntary organisations. As has been 
observed, only a few migrant workers had the opportunity to 
participate in these kind of vocational courses partly because it 
is not in .migrant workers’ interests, but there are in any case 
other barriers to them obtaining this type of vocational education; 
such as, the lack of knowledge of the language of the host country, 
levels of educational backgrounds and the time which is left at the 
end of an eight hour manual working day, etc.
It was found, moreover, that a far higher proportion of migrant 
workers had had vocational training at home before departure than 
received it abroad. The percentage of migrants with training at 
home was 40.2$, (42.9$ of males, 15.4$ of females or 45.2$ of total 
number of urban males, 19.3$ of the total number of rural males).
Only 13.6$ of the total number of migrant workers had had vocational 
training abroad. They were all males, (19.4$ of urban males and 
10.5$ of rural males). Six migrant workers had received vocational 
training at home and abroad, four of which came from urban areas, 
and two from rural areas. However, only two workers said that their 
vocational training was on a similar subject to that which they had 
received at home. Of the migrant workers who had no vocational 
training abroad, about 40$ stated that they had wanted the opportunity 
to get any type of vocational training which would have given them 
a skill enabling them to get a better job abroad and on their return
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home. However, most of these were male workers rather than female 
workers, who were almost entirely uninterested in taking part in 
vocational training abroad.
A great number of workers who were interested in taking 
vocational training abroad were unable to obtain any because time 
was too limited. Further training courses which were usually 
offerred to migrant workers, out of work hours, mostly took place 
in the evening, after eight hours manual work, and sometimes overtime. 
They found it difficult to attiend. Normally, their workplace 
accommodation and the place where training courses were held were 
in different areas, sometimes several miles apart. Secondly, migrant 
workers were not given any information about any vocational courses 
which they could join. Thirdly, migrant workers had language 
difficulties since most vocational training courses were given in 
the language of the host country which hindered their enrolment on 
to such courses.
For migrant workers who received vocational training courses 
abroad, the mean average duration of the training was 3*^ months,
(3.9 months for urban workers, 2.8 months for rural workers). They 
were much shorter than the vocational courses which were received by 
migrant workers in Turkey before departure. The reason for this, as 
mentioned before, is that most migrants abroad had vocational 
training to adjust to their work place, instead of having further 
vocational training courses.
167
LINGUISTIC SKILLS
Data on linguistic skills (Table 6.16 over ) shows that 82.6$ 
of the total number of workers claimed that they could understand 
some of the language of the host country in which they worked. Of 
these, only 27.8$ said that they could read and 20.5$ that they 
could write the language, despite the fact that they had been 
abroad for an average of 7.7 years, and that the respondants were 
assessing their linguistic standards themselves.
Twenty three workers (17.4$) said that on their return home 
they were still incapable of understanding their host country's 
language. Amongst these there was a higher proportion of migrant 
workers from rural areas, (24.6$ of the rural sample), compared with 
only 11.3$ of urban workers.
Migrant workers from both urban and rural areas who declared 
that they could not understand any of the foreign language were 
those who had remained abroad for a relatively short period and/or 
had a poorer educational background than those who could understand 
the foreign language.
The most strikingly interesting result is that most rural female 
workers were among those who could not understand any of the host 
country's language. The reason for this may be that they were 
employed in jobs not requiring linguistic skills with a largely Turkish
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TABLE 6.16. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS 
• BY LINGUISTIC SKILLS
Type of linguistic Total Urban Rura 1
ability No. $ No. 1° No. 1o
Reading 36 27.8 25 35.2 11 18.0
Writing 27 20.5 19 26 .8 8 13.1
Comprehension 109 82.6 63 88.7 46 75.4
At least 1 109 82.6 63 88.7 46 75.4
All 3 27 20.5 19 2 6 .8 8 13.1
No foreign language
knowledge 23 17.4 8 11.3 15 24.6
Twenty-three (17.4%) workers cited that on their return home, they 
were still -.incapable of using and understanding the host country’s 
language. Of these, 19 were male workers (16% of the male sample) 
and 4 were female workers (30.8% of the female sample. In comparison 
a great majority of both male and female workers departed abroad 
from rural areas. 12 males and 3 females were from rural areas: 
only 7 males and 1 female were from urban areas.
workforce, as much as their poor educational background. As one 
would exx>ect they hardly communicated with the native people outside . 
their home.
The interview results (Table 6,17 ) show that migrant workers 
had poor linguistic skills for the host country. There were a 
few migrant workers who claimed that they could understand the 
language of their host country when they entered the country of 
immigration. They made up only 4.5% of the total number of workers 
and all of them came from urban areas. (3% of these said that they 
had learnt the language at school, 1.5% on a three month language
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course. The majority of migrant workers, 95.5$ had no knowledge of 
the host country, and were hampered by the fact that they did not 
speak a word of the language, and did not even know how to ask for 
basic necessities. They all contacted employers and the other 
people needed for living in the host country through a translator.
TABLE 6.17. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF MIGRANT WORKERS 
WAY IN WHICH FOREIGN LANGUAGE WAS LEARNT.
BY THE
Total Urban Rura 1
No. $ No. $ No. fo
In Turkey:
School in Turkey k 3.0 h 5.6 — —
Language course in
Turkey 2 1.5 2 2.8 - -
Abroad:
School abroad 2 1.5 2 2.8
Language course in which 
workers employers 
opened 5 3.8 k 5.6 1 1.6
Language course in which 
public or private 
association opened 18 13.6 11 15.5 7 11.5
Trade unions 3 2.3 2 2.8 1 1.6
Self taught abroad 75 5 6 .8 39 55.0 36 59.0
No language skill 
• obtained 23 17.4 7 9.9 16 26.3
Of the migrant workers who had been abroad for an average of 
7.7 years, only 19.7$ declared that they had completed any form of 
language course. (3.8$ were given language courses by their firm
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upon recruitment, 15.9% had attended language courses for foreign
workers run by some private or voluntary organisations.^"^ Only
2.3% were found to have taken part in courses run by trade unions.
Apart from these language courses, two respondants (1.5%) said
that they learnt the language of the host country through the
school system, while they were attending vocational training education.
Urban migrant workers always tended to have relatively more 
formal (language) instruction than rural migrant workers, both in 
Turkey and abroad. 8.4% of urban workers mentioned that they had 
language instruction through the school system or language 
classes before departure as opposed to no rural workers. 23-9% 
of migrants from urban areas, were found to have received such 
courses while abroad, compared with only 14.7% of the rural sample.
In particular, migrant workers who had had the opportunity to have 
formal language instruction through employers’ courses were mainly 
skilled workers and came from urban areas. It may be concluded that 
migrant workers before being recruited for skilled jobs are given 
some basic language instruction which is necessary for communication 
in their work.
According to the results of the interview, migrant workers 
;^ho had had any..formal-language instruction'.abroad^were , * generally 
speaking,.better educated and were more often skilled labourers
W s .  Castles and Kosack, Immigrant workers and class structure in 
Western Europe Oxford Univ. Press, 1973 > p.185. "In Germany, the 
Bundesanstalt fur Arbeit gives financial aid to some voluntary 
organisations which arrange language classes for foreign workers, 
notably the jugendsozialwerk.”
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than those who had received no formal instruction. Some 
indication of the gravity of the language problem for the majority 
of migrant workers is given by the fact that most migrants who have 
poor educational backgrounds were barred from any formal instruction 
abroad.
The'other most significant difficulty is that the language 
courses often do not benefit unskilled migrants very greatly. Even 
migrant workers who might be interested in taking advantage of 
courses do not have the opportunity. Many of them tend to work as 
much overtime as they can get. Going to classes sporadically is 
of little value. A majority of migrant workers have, in theory, the 
opportunity to have language instruction through the voluntary or 
private organisations instead of through courses organised by 
employers during working hours. A major problem with such courses 
lies in the form of evening classes, a long way away from workers’ 
hostels and work places. After at least eight hours manual work, 
most workers would not bother to attend these classes which they 
find of little benefit. Thus the reasons for lack of language 
learning among Turkish migrants are very similar as for lack of 
vocational training.
56.8% of the total number of workers claimed that they had 
taught themselves the language of the host country while abroad. 
However, only a few of these found that they could read or write 
the language, and most replied that they used a translator for 
their official business while abroad and on return, because they 
lacked the appropriate linguistic skills.
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ADJUSTMENT TO HOST SOCIETY
\
As is argued in this study, while financial reasons are the 
main factors underlying migration, policy factors (hoth in emigrant
or immigrant countries) seem to be most important in facilitating
or retarding acceptance of workers in the country of immigration
and adjustment to integration in that country. Even though Turkey 
as a labour sending country, and some Turkish migrant receiving 
countries may have an excellent programme for the acceptance and 
adjustment of its migrant workers, in several respects, these 
programmes are often lacking in other respects, particularly in 
terms of integration into the host society. For example, each 
migrant worker has internalised the psychological, social, economic, 
cultural and political conditions prevailing in his home society, 
and yet receives no basic preparations necessary to live in the 
host society. They are likely to find themselves at the bottom of 
the social hierarchy in the host society. They may have no previous 
knowledge of the host society’s language, or of its social, cultural, 
economic or political structure. When the migrant workers move to 
the receiving country, they bring with them the characteristics of 
their own class, (home made features). They identify the life of 
the host society with their own society.
It is well known that labour importing countries are not keen 
on providing for the integration of migrant workers into their own 
society nor on according them the benefits which native ’’citizens” 
would expect. The migrant workers are only recognised on the basis 
of the labour they provide - according to the bilateral agreements
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which have been signed between labour importing and exporting 
countries. Migrant workers have been isolated from the 
environment which they inhabit as ’’guests”. Nearly all migrants 
have to contend with the uncertainty, the insecurity, the lack 
of information and of living in their small ethnic community in 
a foreign environmen temporarily.
According to the interview results, more than half of the 
migrant workers (53^ ) stated that they had difficulty in 
adjusting to life in their host society. It is interesting to 
note that most of these were from rural backgrounds (6 3.9^ of 
the rural sample, compared with 43.7$ from the urban sample).
Of the few females who cited that they had difficulty in 
adjusting to the host society, almost all were from rural areas. 
However, it does not mean that the remainder were integrated 
into the host society. Most female workers were living with 
their families in the Turkish populated area of the host society.
It was observed that a smaller number of workers who were accompanied 
by their families abroad, found difficulty in living in the host 
country, whereas most workers who left their families at home, did 
so.
Problems of living in the host society were categorised in two 
degrees of importance. The Table 6.18 shows that migrant workers 
gave as primary reasons for their lack of adjustment into the 
host society as; firstly language difficulties and secondly, social 
and religious differences.
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41.5$ (58$ of urban workers, 28.2$ of rural workers) mentioned 
language difficulties as their main reason, while 2 5.7$ (19.8$ 
of urban workers, 30.8$ of rural workers) of the migrant workers 
gave social and religious differences. There are, however, big 
differences amongst migrant workers. A far higher proportion of 
the urban sample mentioned language difficulties as a main reason; 
conversely, a high proportion of the rural sample cited social and
TABLE 6.18. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF MIGRANT WORKERS WHO CITED 
HAVING DIFFICULTY IN ADJUSTING TO LIFE IN THE HOST 
SOCIETY.
Reasons for lack of First Category in $ Second Category in $
Adjustment Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rural
Language difficulty 41.5 58.0 28.2 30.0 29.0 30.8
Social and Religious 
differences 25.7 19.3 30.8 22.9 22.6 23.1
Diet differences 11.4 6.5 15.4 14.3 9.7 17.9
Being away from family 11.4 3.2 17.9 12.8 16.1 10.3
Indigenous people do 
not like Turks 5.7 6.5 5.1 15.7 19.4 12.8
Others 4.3 6.5 2.6 4.3 3.2 5.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
religious differences. This disparity is reflected in other reasons 
as well. For instance, 11.4$ respondants gave reasons of "diet 
differences". Of these, a high proportion came from the rural 
sample (15.1$ of the rural sample) compared with only 6.5$ of the 
urban sample. Moreover, 11.4$ mentioned "being away from their
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family”; 17.9$ of the rural sample as opposed to only 3*2$ of 
the urban sample fell into this category. It may he concluded 
that these differences result from migrant workers’ backgrounds.
An interesting feature of the migrant workers’ secondary 
reasons for their lack of adjustment to the host society was 
that the -majority also mentioned the language problems and social- 
religious differences at this level. In addition, a big group of 
workers, about 19*7$ of the total number, cited the indigenous 
population do not like Turks as a reason for their lack of 
adjustment to the host society. Among these latter, the majority 
worked in West Germany where three-quarters of Turkish migrants 
abroad live.
LEISURE ACTIVITIES OF MIGRANT WORKERS WHILE ABROAD.
Data on leisure activities of migrants abroad indicated very 
few significant differences between the urban and rural sample. 
However, many differences were discernable between married migrant 
workers accompanied by their spouses and children, and their 
counterparts, who were either unmarried, or who had left their 
families in Turkey. While married workers accompanied by their 
families tended to spend their leisure time with their families 
or visiting other Turkish migrant families, especially at the 
weekends, most of the single workers said that after doing house­
hold chores, they usually visited Turkish friends (most of these 
were also abroad on their own) to chat, to walk with them to the 
town centre, or when the weather was good, to go to the park or 
countryside. Sometimes migrants spent their time in Turkish cafes
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oX! the cafes which migrants frequented in the hope of meeting 
other Turkish friends there.
A great number of workers in the sample declared that they 
tried to avoid loneliness and boredom by working as much overtime 
as possible, leaving few leisure hours, and at the same time 
enabling them to save as much money as possible in a short time 
in order that they could return home fairly soon. 28% of the 
total sample, or about 68% of single or unaccompanied migrant 
workers said that they worked overtime for most of the period 
they were working abroad.
Three-quarters of the workers reported that they listened to 
the radio or watched the television, as these were often provided 
in single workers1 hostels and most married workers bought their 
own television set. However, many reported listening only to 
Turkish language broadcasts, while they tended to watch television 
both in Turkish and in the language of the host country. Limited 
knowledge of the host language meant that it was difficult to 
listen to anything other than Turkish radio programmes. Signifi­
cantly, migrant workers did not discriminate between Turkish State 
broadcasts or West or East European broadcasts. About 48% of the 
workers who listened to the radio admitted listening to East 
European Turkish broadcasts.
Only 46 migrant workers, (34.8%) said that they had read a 
newspaper at least once a week; of these, only 12 (9%) had read 
a newspaper everyday or every two days. Nearly all of these read 
only Turkish language newspapers, while only 9 workers (6.8%)
177
reported that they had also, on occasions, read newspapers from 
the host country.
Only a few migrant workers reported having attended or having 
participated in the entertainments or usual spare time activities 
of the indigenous population, such as threatres, cinemas (with 
the exception of those set up especially for Turkish workers), 
clubs, and restaurants. However, about one-third of the sample 
(mostly single or in the younger age groups) said that they 
attended entertainments where indigenous people were present, such 
as dance halls, cafes etc., in order to make social contacts there. 
Married workers accompanied abroad by their families were more 
likely to establish social contacts with other Turkish migrants in 
their leisure time.
MIGRANT WORKERS’ FRIENDSHIPS WITH THE INDIGENOUS POPULATION AND 
WORKERS OF OTHER NATIONALITIES.
Data on making friends highlighted the migrant workers’ lack 
of integration with the host population while abroad. According 
to the interview results, 37.1$ of the total number of workers 
(25.3$ of the urban workers, 34.4$ of the rural sample) reported 
that they made no friends amongst the indigenous population during 
an average of 7.7 years stay abroad. Although most of them claimed 
that they wanted to make friends among the host population, they 
found it too difficult to achieve. The reasons suggested by the 
migrants can be analysed in two degrees of importance (Table 6.19): 
firstly being unable to speak the host country’s language - about 
half of the workers (49$) gave this as a main reason; secondly,
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3 6.7^ of the workers cited cultural differences, particularly social 
and religious factors. Furthermore, 8.2’jo mentioned lack of time,
TABLE 6.19- THE REASONS FOR MIGRANT WORKERS’ INABILITY TO MAKE
FRIENDS FROM THE HOST SOCIETY BY DEGREES OF IMPORTANCE
First Category Second Category 
No. f 0 No. $
Lack of language of host 
society 24 49.0 10 20.4
Cultural difference 
(social and religious diff) 18 36.7 23 46.9
Indigenous population prejudice 
against migrants (not make 
friends) 1 2.0 6 12.3
Migrants prejudiced against 
indigenous population 2 4.1 5 10.2
Lack of time 4 8.2 5 10.2
Total 49 100.0 49 100.0
h ,V jo  migrant workers were prejudiced against the indigenous population. 
2 f0 said that the indigenous population was prejudiced against migrants 
and would not make friends with them.
Asked for a second reason, most migrants again mentioned 
particularly ’’cultural differences" and language problems, however 
a larger group of migrant workers cited prejudice on the part of 
both the indigenous and migrant population. This had the effect 
of retarding migrant workers adjustment into the host society and 
encouraged future racial hatred in the labour receiving countries.
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In every immigrant country, there exist somewhat inadequate organised 
activities .to aid the acceptance and adjustment of its immigrants, 
particularly in the learning of the host country's language, but 
also little is done to prepare the migrants for living conditions 
in the receiving country or to enable migrants to meet any of the 
host population to acquaint them with the new culture. Most of 
the governments have policies aimed at facilitating immigrants 
adaptation to the work situation. They tend to see migrant workers 
purely in terms of a labour force rather than seeing them as full 
members of society who need to be socially integrated.
The interview also brought out the migrant workers' lack of 
integration with immigrants of other nationalities while abroad.
42.k jo  (56 respondants) of the total sample reported that they had 
made no non-Turkish friends among migrant workers in the host 
society. Most of these were in the group that admitted making 
hardly any friends among the indigenous population either. As a 
matter of fact, urban workers were more likely to make friends 
among the other nationalities as well as the host population. Only 
28.2jo of the urban sample cited that they had made no friends among 
non-Turkish migrants, compared with 59$ of the rural sample.
Migrant workers from rural areas seem to be more likely to 
prefer to live in their ethnic community than migrant workers from 
urban areas. Even though most of the rural migrant workers' sample 
had shared their accommodation with other nationalities in their 
first year of arrival in the host society, they apparently tended to 
choose their friends among Turkish nationals and set up their own 
small ethnic community there or soon moved to other Turkish populated
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accommodation, especially "Heim” the migrant hostels.
TABLE 6.20.THE REASONS GIVEN BY MIGRANT WORKERS FOR BEING UNABLE 
TO MAKE FRIENDS AMONG OTHER NATIONALITIES’IMMIGRANTS 
WHILE ABROAD. IN DEGREES OF IMPORTANCE.
First
No.
Category
io
Second
No.
Category
%
Difficulty of language 27 48.2 21 37.5
Cultural differences 8 14.3 11 19.6
Prefering leisure time among
their own nationalities 15 26.7 18 32.2
Lack of time 3 5.4 6 10.7
Lack of other nationalities
migrant workers in their
social area 3 5.4
Total 56 100.0 56 100.0
Table 6.20 indicates that migrant workers gave the following 
as being the most important reasons for not making friends amongst 
the other nationalities: nearly half (48.2^) cited as their main
reason, language differences, 2 6.7$ that they had preferred to spend 
their leisure time among their own ethnic community, 14.3$ cultural 
differences, 5.4^ lack of time and only 5.4^ that there were few 
migrants of other nationalities available.
As a second most important reason, again a great number of 
workers gave language difficulties, 3 2.2f t had preferred to spend their 
leisure time amongst their ora national community, 1 9.6  ^mentioned 
cultural differences with other nationalities and 1 0 .7 fo lack of time 
to make friends among other nationalities.
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REMITTANCES
In this study, the term remittances has been used to refer 
to earnings sent home for the purpose of family maintenance, (own 
family, or near relatives such as father, mother, brothers and 
sisters), earnings used to pay off debts or earnings sent for 
investment (to buy shares in companies, co-operatives or private 
housing concerns). Consequently remittances have, to some extent 
been subject to the same sort of variations as savings during the 
worker’s stay abroad.
93*2% of the total number of workers interviewed reported 
that they had sent some sort of remittance home while abroad.
Only 6.8'jo of the workers declared that they had not sent any such 
money home. Most of the latter came from urban areas, a higher 
proportion being bachelors or migrants accompanied by their families. 
The Table , 6.2Ishows that .of the total number of workers who had 
sent money home while abroad, 80.4$ declared that they had sent 
savings home mainly for the purpose of family maintenance (6 5.8^ 
for their own families - consequently this proportion dropped when 
some were later joined by their families - 14.6^ for their near 
relatives, fathers, mothers, brothers, sisters). The proportion 
of migrant workers remitting earnings to their own families was 
much higher in the urban sample (70.8^) than in the rural sample 
(6o.4^). However, the proportion of rural workers remitting 
earnings to their near relatives, particularly fathers or mothers 
was far higher (22.7 fo ) , than the figure (only 1  • I fo ) for the urban 
sample. This differential can be explained by the higher proportion 
of nuclear families in the urban sample and the dominance of the
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extended family in rural areas. 9fo of the migrant workers declared
*
that they had sent earnings home mainly to invest in private housing 
concerns, companies or housing co-operatives. 2.5^ said that they 
had sent earnings to Turkey largely to pay off debts.
TABLE 6.21* PURPOSE OF MIGRANT WORKERS’ REMITTANCES IN DEGREES OF
IMPORTANCE.
In First Category In Second Category
Total
1° .
Urban
1o
Rural
f>
Total Urban
1o
Rural
1°
Remittances received by 
migrants own family 6 5 .8 70.8 6o .4 9.0 7.7 10.3
Remittances received by 
fathers or mothers 14.6 7.7 22.4 17.9 10.8 25.9
Remittances received by 
migrants fathers, mothers 
brothers and sisters 
altogether 6.5 4.6 8.6 5.7 3*1 8.6
Migrants sent remittances 
for purposes of investment 9.0 12.3 5.2 64.2 75.4 51.7
Payment of debts 2.5 3.1 1.7 2.4 1.5 3.5
Others 1.6 1.5 1.7 0.8 1.5 -
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Asked to account for other remittances, however, most migrants 
(64.2fo ) mentioned investment. This means that after earnings sent 
for family maintenance purposes, migrant workers were concerned enough 
about their future life on return to invest in private housing concerns, 
or private businesses.
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A higher proportion of urban migrants than rural workers sent 
remittances for purposes of investment. 12.3$ of the former (compared 
with 5.2$) declared it the major purpose of their remittances, 75*4$ 
(compared with 51.7$ of rural migrants) put investment second. These 
differences seem mainly to be based on the background of migrant 
workers. Most migrant workers from urban areas appear to have had 
an economic goal in mind before departure in terms of using savings 
earned abroad, on return home, and were thus more able to take un­
aided decisions about their future. Whereas most rural workers were 
strongly tied by traditional relationships with their relatives, having 
lived in an extended family structure and were economically dependent 
on the family land.
Data on savings sent home for investment while abroad, in 
Table 6.22 shows that a high proportion of workers (about 87$)
TABLE 6.22 THE NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE OF MIGRANT WORKERS WHO SENT THEIR 
SAVINGS HOME TO START CERTAIN ENTERPRISES, WHILE ABROAD.
The Reasons for 
Sending Savings Home
Total
, (H5)
Urban
_ ( 5  9)
Rural
- (56)
No. P No. (f1° No.
Housing 95 82.6 51 86.4 44 78.6
To buy space for housing 5 2 45.2 34 57.6 18 32.1
Shareholder to company 24 20.9 15 25.4 9 16.1
Small business place 
(Dukham (shop place)
36 31.3 22 37.3 14 25.0
Going to the family business k 3.5 1 1.7 3 5.4
Land for agriculture 8 7.0 - - 8 14.3
115 migrants (87.1$) cited that they had sent money home for building 
up enterprises while abroad. 12 persons, about 17$ of the urban workers 
and 8.2$ of rural workers had not remitted home. These percentages 
add to over 100 because some workers sent earnings for more than one 
project.
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reported that they had sent savings home for this purpose. Only 
Y yjo of the workers who replied saic( that they had not sent any 
savings home. The latter group consisted mainly of bachelors and 
young workers who had remained abroad for a relatively short period. 
Of the migrant workers who reported that they had sent earnings 
home while abroad, 8 2.6^ said that they had bought a house/flat 
or built a house. There were no significant differences between 
rural and urban samples on this count. Nonetheless, workers who 
departed abroad from urban areas were more likely to concern 
themselves with buying a house or flat from the private sector 
in urban areas, particularly in the city of Kayseri. Rural workers 
tended at first to have houses built in their own villages while 
still abroad. However, after some time abroad, most rural workers 
concentrated on buying a house in the city of Kayseri in order to 
facilitate finding an occupation on return.
Of the total number of workers who had sent money home for 
investments, 82.6'jo reported that they had sent savings home to buy 
a house or flat. However, some of these and some of the others, 
(45.2^) cited they had sent money or brought money home during their 
holidays to buy a site for housing. On the basis of the interview 
results, it is understood that their motives were not only of 
purchasing private accommodation, but also of investment in property 
to maintain the value of their savings against a high level of 
inflation at home, and indeed to benefit from it.
Moreover, a high proportion of migrant workers from urban areas 
sent savings home to buy small business premises (shop premises) and
X<JJ
company shares. The figures were 37.3% and 25.**% respectively of 
the urban workers as compared with 25% and 16.1% of the rural workers.
However, a higher proportion of the rural workers (5.4% and 14.3%) 
reported that they had sent savings home to put in to the family 
business and to buy land for agriculture as opposed to 1.7% and 0% 
of the urban workers. This differential can be explained by the 
migrant workers’ socio-economic backgrounds at home.
The high levels of remittances to obtain property in Turkey 
indicates that migration was considered a temporary measure under­
taken for economic reasons.
REASONS FOR RETURN
Data obtained on reasons for returning home generally reflects 
the results of other surveys, particularly Tuna’s in 1966 and S.P.O.’s 
1971 - 1974. (except \ Yasa’s study which was carried out on rural 
returned migrants in the province of Ankara). The two former 
detailed surveys were also carried out on migrants after their 
return. Both surveys accord with interview results which (as shown 
in Table 6,23) indicate that family problems were the main reason 
for return; some other studies (carried out in labour sending 
countries, particularly in the Mediterranean basin countries), 
have highlighted the fact that family problems were also the 
predominant reason for return in the case of non-Turkish migrants.
'^P. Vigorelli, "Returning Migrants Re-employed in Italian Industry" 
Migration News, Vol. 18, No. 2. 1969, p.36. "Returning migrants 
re-employed in Italian Industry" argued that there are two main 
groups in his interviews; The first indicated personal reasons 
(family, personal unrest), 55.3% of the workers interviewed stated 
that as the reason for their return. Secondly 29.3% returnees 
indicated the reasons for their return as "a job to go back to 
in Italy."
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Data on .reasons for returning home was collected in tw o  degrees 
of importance; firstly a great number of migrant workers, 47$ 
reported that they had had family problems arise while they were 
abroad which made them return home. Of these 36.5% (37$ of the 
male sample, 23$ of females) mentioned only family reasons, 9.9$
(6.7$ of the male sample, 38.5$ of females) cited family problems 
connected with their children’s education and 1.5$ workers, all 
of them females, reported that they had returned because their 
husbands had died abroad.
Of the remainder, more than half cited that they returned 
because they were unable to remain abroad; 10.6$ workers gave the 
reason as unemployment (all of them males), 3$ inability to adapt 
to work and life abroad (1.7$ of the male sample, 15*4$ of females), 
6.8$ fatigue and unhappiness with"work surroundings, (7.6$ of males, 
no females), 6.1$ illness (5*9$ of males, 7.7$ of females), 4.5$ 
retired due to injury at work, and 0.8$ mentioned passport problems. 
Illness and retirement due to injury at work was found to be 
particularly common amongst miners.
Only a small number of workers, 6.8$ (7.6$ of the male, sample 
compared with no females) cited that they returned because they had 
accomplished what they set out to do, (e.g. they had saved a certain 
sum of money, had obtained a new skill, bought a private house with 
savings abroad, etc.). 4.5$ of the workers, all males, reported that 
they had enough savings to set up a business at home. 1.5$ had found 
a better job in Kayseri. 8.3$ of the total number of workers or 
9.2$ of the male workers, mentioned that they were recalled for 
military service. They were in the youngest group of the migrant 
workers.
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The second category of reasons consisted again, mainly of 
family problems. 40$ of the interview sample gave such problems 
as a secondary reason for returning to Turkey. However, of the 
remainder, about 20$ reported that they returned because they had 
accomplished what they set out to do before departure. It might 
be concluded from this that some workers after achieving their 
main aims, tended to remain longer until problems, particularly 
personal or family unrest, forced them to return home. This may 
be partly explained by the fact that the economic situation in 
Turkey made them unwilling to return home, because there were no 
jobs available. It might be argued then that achieving their goals 
was, afar less important factor (even as a secondary reason) than 
family problems.
The most striking feature is that a high proportion of rural 
migrant workers reported that they returned home because they were 
unemployed, ill or became redundant through injury at work (15*8$,
8.8$ and 7$ compared with only 8.1$, 3.2$ and 3*2$ of the urban 
workers respectively. On the other hand, the proportion of those who 
came from urban areas, especially from the city of Kayseri who 
returned because'they had "succeeded in what they set out to do”, 
or in order "to set up work at home with their savings abroad" or 
to "find a better job at home" was significantly larger than those 
who came from rural areas. The percentage of urban workers who 
gave these as reasons were 9.7$, 6.5$ and 3.2$ respectively, compared 
with only 5-3$, 3*5$ and 0$ of the rural workers.
Other interesting features emerged. Firstly,a high proportion 
of female workers returned home because their children had educational
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problems while they were abroad (3 8.5$), or because their husbands 
died abroad’ (15.4$). Compared with the proportion of males who 
returned due to children’s educational problems (only 6.7$) and 
0$ due to death of a spouse. Furthermore, no female workers gave 
unemployment abroad as a reason for their return as opposed to 
11 .8$ of the male workers.
THE PERIOD OF TIME INVOLVED IN TAKING THE DECISION TO RETURN
When data on the period of taking the decision to return is 
analysed (Table 6,24 ) it is seen that nearly half of the returnees 
(43.2$) had considered the decision to return for more than six 
months. There was not much difference amonst the workers from 
urban and rural areas. However, a larger proportion (26.3$) of 
those who came from rural areas cited that they had considered the 
decision for more than a year, compared with 17.7$ of the urban 
workers. Of these, a great number had declared that they had 
returned because of family reasons and because they had achieved 
what they had set out to do abroad. In comparison, migrant workers 
who had considered the decision to return for a shorter period, 
stated that they had returned because they were recalled for 
military service, illness or because they became unemployed while 
abroad.
A high proportion of females, about two-thirds, declared that 
they had spent at least six months considering whether or not to 
return; 38.4$ of the female sample had taken six - twelve months, 
30.8$ more than a year. In comparison, only 18.5$ of male migrants 
had taken between six and 12 months and 21.9$ more than a year
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over the decision to return to Turkey.
TABLE 6,24 THE TIME 
HOME.
TAKEN FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE DECISION TO RETURN
Length of Period Total Urban Rural
Total
t
Male
fo
Female Male
$
Female
t
Male
1o
Female
. *
Less than one month 21.2 22.7 7.7 21.0 11.1 24.6 -
One - two months 14.4 15.1 7.7 12.9 11.1 17.5 -
Two - four months 8.3 8.4 7.7 9.7 - 7.0 25.0
Four - six months 12.9 13.4 -7.7 16.1 - 10.5 25.. 0
Six months - 12 months 19.7 18.5 38.4 22.6 33.3 14.1 50.0
Over 1 year 23.5 21.9 30.8 17.7 44.5 26.3 -
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
The following two cases illustrate some of the reasons for migrants 
return home and what influenced the decision process.
Case: Kemal.
"After spending seven years in West Germany as a manual worker,
I wanted to return home. I thought that I had achieved my main goal 
in these hard seven years. I had bought a flat in Kayseri, and had 
saved some of my earnings. I was tired of my conditions of work and . 
living in a foreign environment away from my family. I had only seen 
my family, wife and my three children once each year during my 
holidays at home. The children were growing up while I was away.
During my last holiday in Kayseri, my wife had put pressure on me to
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go back home to join them. I really wanted to go hack home, but I 
did not want to be a manual worker on return, as I had been before 
departure. It is a hard life with very low wages. Abroad I 
earned in two - three months as much as I would have earned in a 
year at home for the same manual work. It seemed to me that 
rather than continuing to do manual work in industry, it would be 
easier to- set up a small trading business with my savings in 
Kayseri. I had a relative who had experience of this sort of 
business and who promised to help me. I trusted him and invested 
my savings in a small trading business - a shoe shop.
It seemed to be a good life but after one and a half years I 
found my self out of business. I had used up practically all my 
savings on this venture. Luckily I found a job in the sugar 
factory where I had worked before departure doing the same work as 
I had done abroad."
Case: Dursun.
"I had been living in Germany for eleven years. In my second 
year my wife and two children joined me and stayed with me for five 
years. We wanted all our children to have a good education, however 
they failed to get a place, in a school in which they could have 
continued an academic education after completing their compulsory 
level (Brife-schule). Personally, I did not want them to be workers 
like me; so my wife and I sent our children to Kayseri where my 
brother was living. His family looked after my children while they 
were attending school there. Later on, my wife wanted to live with 
our children in Kayseri, so she returned home. I was alone abroad
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and I was tired with my work. I wanted to return home. I had 
bought a house in Kayseri for my family with my savings and I 
had money left over but I did not know what sort of job I could 
get at home. I was an unskilled manual worker before departure 
and while abroad. I returned to Turkey on holiday to look for 
a job to take up on my return. It was difficult to find one as 
I was kk -years old, and had no skill in any particular occupation.
I had two friends from the province of Kayseri who were working with 
me abroad and sharing my accommodation. They were also looking 
for jobs on their return home.
We all decided to set up a small building business in Kayseri 
so we bought some machinery. We had all worked in the construction 
sector abroad and knew our jobs. However none of us had any 
experience of running a business. We could not find any custom. 
After nine months my two friends wanted to return abroad to their 
old jobs, before their work permits expired. We sold all the 
machinery. I was unable to set up another business or find another 
job. Now I am unemployed, broken. I can’t go abroad for a job 
because my work permit has expired.
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CHAPTER 7
INFORMATION ABOUT MIGRANT WORKERS' WORK 
AND LIFE ON RETURN 
CHANNELS THROUGH WHICH MIGRANT WORKERS RECEIVED EMPLOYMENT ON RETURN
Table 7-1 indicates that more than half, (54.1$) of the total 
number of -workers obtained a job on their return to Turkey through 
relatives and friends, while nearly one-third reported that they 
found a job through their own efforts. Of the remainder, only 
3.7$ obtained work through T.E.S. (Turkish Employment Service),
3.7$ returned to their old job, 2.8$ became members of co-operatives 
and 2.8$ found a job through newspaper advertisements.
TABLE 7.1. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF MIGRANT WORKERS BY AGENCY 
THROUGH WHICH WORK WAS OBTAINED ON RETURN
Total Urban Rural
No. $ No. $ No. $
Turkish Employment Service 4 3.7 4 6.7 -
Own efforts 36 33.0 23 38.3 13 26.5
Through relatives and 
friends 59 54.1 25 41.7 34 69.4
Membership of co-operative 3 2.8 1 1.6 o 4.1
Returned to ex-job 4 3-7 4 6.7 -
Through newspaper adverts. 3 2.8 3 5.0 -
Total 109 100.0 60 100.0 49 100.0
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This of course implies that formal arrangements to reintegrate 
returned migrants into the Turkish, economy are far from satisfactory. 
Indeed, those few workers who did obtain work through official 
channels such as the T.E.S., were all highly skilled and from urban 
areas. Nearly all of the rural workers found work through friends 
or relatives.
LENGTH OF TIME BEFORE STARTING WORK ON RETURN
Data on length of time before starting work on return is given 
in Table 7.2. It shows that a fairly high proportion of migrant 
workers (44%) were able to find and start work within one - three 
months of their return. Nearly one-fifth (19.3%) of these said 
that they started work within a month. On the other hand, 21.1% 
had to wait between four to six months and 15.6% more than six 
months after their return before starting work.
Migrant workers who came from urban areas found and started 
work in less time on return, in comparison with rural workers.
28.3% started work within a month and 5 1.7% between one to three 
months. By comparison, only 8.2% and 34.7% respectively of the 
rural sample found work that quickly. Nearly one-third of rural 
workers found and started work four to six months after their 
return, and more than a quarter who replied, reported that it had 
taken more than six months.
Highly skilled workers were among those who were able to find 
a job and to start work within a month. Most of these had arranged
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employment during holidays in Turkey or by correspondence while 
abroad, before taking the decision to return.
TABLE 7*2. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS BY 
LENGTH OF TIME BEFORE STARTING WORK ON RETURN.
Length of Time Total Urban Rural
No. $ - No, $ No,. $
Less than 1 month 21 19.3 17 28.3 4 8.2
1 - 3  months 48 44.0 31 51.7 17 34.7
4 - 6  months 23 21.1 3 13.3 15 3 0 .6
More than 6 months 17 15.6 4 6.7 13 26.5
Total 109 100.0 60 100.0 49 100.0
DESIRED EMPLOYMENT STATUS ON RETURN
Data collected on desired employment status on return accords 
with all other such surveys (S.P.O., T.E.S., Tuna and Aker) carried 
out in Turkey. All indicate the migrant workers* preference for 
self-employment and dislike of waged employment. According to the 
interview results (Table 7*3.) only 9-8$ wanted to take up waged 
or salaried employment on return, (and of these, just over half 
5.3$ said that they had wanted to become white-collar employees). 
Migrant workers from urban areas were much more willing to consider 
waged or salaried employment than were the rural workers, the 
percentages being 18.3$ of the urban sample and 1.6$ of the rural 
sample.
xyo
TABLE 7.3 .  y
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS BY THEIR DESIRED 
EMPLOYMENT STATUS ON RETURN
• Total Urban Rural
Total
%
Male
t>
Female
d„1°
Male
t
Female
<L 
/0
Male
aP
Female
*
Employee 
Wage earner 4.5 5.0 — 8.1 1.8 _
Family worker - - - - - - -
Official, white 
collar 5.3 4.2 15.4 8.1 22.2 - -
Total 9.8 9.2 15.4 16 .2 22.2 1.8 -
Self employed 
In service 42.4 47.1 _ 53.2 _ 40.3 __
In industry 2.3 2.5 - 4.8 - - -
In construction 0.8 0.8 - - - 1.8 -
In agriculture 13.6 14.3 7.7 - - 29.8 25.0
Total 59.1 64.7 7-7. 58.0 - 71.9 25.0
Employer 
In service 5.3 5.9 . . 8.1 — 3.5
In industry 3.8 4.2 - 8.1 . - - -
In construction 2.3 2.5 - 3.2 - 1.8 -
In agriculture 1.5 1.7 - - - 3.5 -
Total 12.9 14.3 - 19.4 - 8.8 -
Others 
Housewife 6.8 , - 69.2 — 66.7 — 75.0
Being retired 2.3 2.5 - 4.8 - - -
Had no particular 
desired form of 
employment 8.3 9.3 . 1.6 , 17.5 —
Settled down . 
abroad 0.8 - 7.7 - ll.l - -
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Approximately two-thirds of the total number of male workers,
64.7% declared that they had wanted to become self-employed on 
return, (71.9% of rural males compared with the lower figure of 
58% of the urban males). However a high proportion of urban males 
cited that they had wanted to be self-employed in services (53.2%) 
and in industry (4.8%) compared with the rural males, only 40.3% 
of whom wanted to work in services, 1.8% in construction, and 
2 9-8% in agriculture (often to become independent farmers).
Of the remainder, 12.9% of the total number of male workers,
(19 .4% of the urban male sample, 8.8% of the rural male sample) 
had wanted to become employers. 8.1% of the urban sample, compared 
with 3.5% of the rural sample, aspired to becoming employers in 
the service sector; 8.1%, as against 0%, in industry and 3.2% as 
against 1.8% in construction. The remaining 3.5% of the sample of 
rural workers who wanted to become employers had had work in 
agriculture.
8.3% of the total number of male workers (7.5% of the rural 
sample, as opposed to only 1.6% of urban males) reported that they 
had had no particular preferences in respect of employment on return. 
2.3% of the male migrant workers all of whom came from urban areas, 
said that they had wanted to remain abroad until retirement.
The most striking feature was that two-thirds of the female 
workers reported that they had wanted to become housewives on 
return. This means that the vast majority of females were willing 
to consider not taking any employment. The remaining 15.4% all
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came from urban areas and wanted to become white-collar workers.
In one case an urban female worker 'bad wanted to settle down abroad 
and in a single other case, a female had wanted to become an 
independent farmer..
ACTUAL EMPLOYMENT STATUS ON RETURN
Data on the actual employment status on return, shows that 
there is a narked correlation between actual and desired status. 
Migrant workers, particularly males tended to become self-employed 
or small business owners in the developing traditional economy.
In fact, many more of the interviewees were, wage earners prior to 
departure than on return. Specifically, of the male migrant workers 
who came .from urban areas, 77.^$ declared that they had been wage - 
salary earners before departure, compared to only 32.3$ on return. 
The proportion of wage-salary earners amongst the rural male sample 
also decreased from 15.8$ to only 7$. Jhe proportion of self- 
employed or employer status on return increased especially among 
male workers to 7 0-6$ from 6.7$ before departure, from 16.1$ to
^^O.E.C.D. (Observer, No. k l, 1970) The question of the employment 
of returning emigrants was one of the major concerns of the 
O.E.C.D. specialists engaged in the surveys. But compilation 
of data was rendered difficult by the fact that returning 
migrants tend not to go into jobs which are appropriate to 
their skills or at least the specialised training or work 
discipline they have acquired abroad. Instead they find 
themselves places in the traditional economy, in the craft 
trades or services, and in any case prefer to set up 
enterprises for themselves.
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to k 9 .6 fo  of the urban sample and from 3 1*7$ to 75-5% of the rural 
sample. This was predominantly because some of those previous 
wage - salary earners in urban areas and previous family workers 
or,self-employed people in agriculture in rural areas set up a 
small business for themselves on return to the city of Kayseri, 
so that overall the wage earner group in urban areas and the
family workers or self-employed group in rural areas fell.
(Table 7.4,)
While 5.3% of the total number of workers (5% of males, 7*7% 
of females) declared that they were living on their pension, 5.3% 
of the total number of workers (4.2% of males, 15.4% of females) 
said that they were unemployed. Thus the overall proportion of 
unemployed was slightly higher on return than before departure 
(particularly when the comparison-is-limited to males, among whom 
unemployment was predominant in the rural sample). However, the 
unemployment rate of returned migrants was lower than that of the 
unemployed active manpower in the city of Kayseri (estimates of 
open unemployment, at the time of the interview (1979) range from 
15% to 18%) and than that of the Turkish unemployed active man­
power as a whole,, estimates for which range froml8% to 20%.
Female workers tended to become housewives on return as they 
were before departure. Only in two cases did female workers describe 
their employment status as unemployed and said they were looking
for a suitable job. They also stated that they were not keen on
taking any blue-collar employment of the type they had accepted 
abroad. Two-thirds of the total females (69.2%) who were housewives, 
did not want additional employment at home.
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TABLE 7.4.
PERCENTAGE.DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS BY THEIR
\
ACTUAL EMPLOYMENT STATUS ON RETURN.
Total Urban Rural
Total
i
Male
1o
Female
1o
Male
1o
Female
p
Male
dP
Female
4p
Employee
Wage earner 13.6 15.1 - 24.2 - 5.2 -
Family worker 1.5 1.7 - 1.6 - 1.8 -
Teacher, official 
white-collar 3.8 3.4 7.7 6.5 11.1 - -
Total 18.9 20.2 7.7 32.3 11.1 7.0 -
Partner in Family
Business 3.0 3.4 - 3.2 - ,3.5 -
Self-employed - -
In services 50.0 55.5 - 41.9 - 70.2
In industry 2.3 2.5 - 4.8 - - -
In construction 1.5 1.7 - 1.6 - 1.8 -
In agriculture - - .- . - - - -
Total 53.8 63.1 - 48.3 - 72.0 -
Employer
In services 0.8 0.8 - 1.6 - - -
In industry 3.0 3.4 - 6.5 - - -
In construction 2.3 2.5 - 3.2 - 1.8 -
In agriculture 0.8 0.8 - - - 1.8 -
Total 6.8 7.5 - 11.3 — 3.5 -
Others
Housewife 6.8 - 69.2 - 55.6 - 100.0
Being retired 5.3 5.0 7.7 3.2 11.1 7.0
Unemployed 5.3 4.2 15.4 1.6 22.2 7.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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OCCUPATION ON RETURN
Results of the interview indicate that (Table 1 about 28^ 
of the total number of workers (approximately half of the urban 
sample) did the same job on return as they had done prior to 
departure. Experience gained abroad seems to have been of little 
subsequent use for most workers and only 3 . 2 of the total number 
of workers continued in a job which they had learnt for the first 
time while abroad, on their return to Turkey, although another 
17$ had the same job before departure, while abroad and on return.
A comparison of the occupations which migrants held on their 
return with those which they had been employed before migration, 
reveals as one might expect, a fall in traditional crafts and in 
agricultural and blue-collar jobs, particularly at the unskilled 
level. There was also a substantial shift away from certain skilled 
occupations.
Most returned migrant workers, particularly those from rural 
areas, were attracted to small trade business occupations. The 
proportion of workers from rural areas who took employment in such 
businesses on return was about 7 0 fo , compared with only 39•5?o of 
the urban workers. A reason for this might be that a high proportion 
of the urban workers were skilled,waged or salary employees before 
departure and some returned to their previous jobs. Generally 
speaking, however, most workers tended to become self-employed in 
the service sector, using savings earned abroad, rather than 
employing skills acquired abroad to become wage earners.
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TABLE ;7.'5. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS 
ACCORDING TO THEIR OCCUPATION ON RETURN.
______________________   I
Total^ Urban^ Rura Vfo
Unemployed 5.3 4.2 6.6
Official/white collar workers 3.0 5.6 —
Teacher 0.8 1.4 -
Technician 2.3 4.2 —
Motor mechanic 3.0 5.6 —
Driver 5.3 5.6 4.9
Restaurant, cafe, cook 2.3 2.8 1.6
Grocer 21.2 11.3 32.8
Retail trade 12.1 9.9 14.8
Miscellaneous trade business 2.3 2.8 1.6
Misc. agricultural business 1.5 - 3.3
Misc. services 1.5 - 3.3
Estate agency (owner) 6.8 7.1 6.6
Plasterer 2.3 1.4 3.3
Transport owner 1.5 - 3.3
Skilled industrial or metal 
worker 5.3 9.9 _
Electrician 1.5 2.8 —
Plumber 0.8 1.4 —
Small workshop owner 
(pattern maker, welder, turner 
etc.)
3.0 5.6
Carpenter 1.5 2.8 -
Textile worker 2.3 4.2 —
Unskilled labourer in industry 1.5 - 3.3
Weaver 0.8 - 1.6
Others:
Housewife 6.8 7.1 6.6
Pension earner 5.3 4.2 6.6
LOO .0 100.0 100.0
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Data obtained on the skill level of migrants on return shows 
that there was an overall decline in the number employed in skilled 
industrial jobs. Even some high level skilled workers )amongst 
these, graduates of vocational training) slipped into the service 
sector on return. The reason for this derives firstly from the 
low-wages in industrial work, compared with the return from owning 
a trade or business. Secondly, migrants wanted to become self- 
employed in order to make a living in comfortable, clean jobs.
Work experience abroad then seems to have been of little 
subsequent use for most workers. Only 5.3% of the respondants 
reported that they had used any such experience since their 
return to Kayseri. Most of these came from urban areas, had 
had industrial experience before departure and were employed in 
industry on their return.
USE OF LINGUISTIC SKILLS ON RETURN
Upon investigation, it emerged that such linguistic skills 
as the returning migrants had managed to acquire were only of 
limited use to them on return. 3.8% claimed that their knowledge 
of a foreign language had helped them to find a job, while 6.8% 
said that they were currently using it at work. Almost all of 
these were from urban areas, with better educations and had 
worked in West Germany. Nearly all declared that they had received 
some formal linguistic instruction before departure or while abroad.
ICHANGE OF RESIDENCE ON RETURN
Data on change in residence after return was collected on 
migrant workers who were living in the city of Kayseri at the 
time of the interview. Therefore the interview results only show 
the migrant workers’ movement to the city of Kayseri, from other 
cities, towns, and villages. They do not allow any estimate of 
the proportion of returned migrants, settling in other urban or 
in rural areas.
According to the interview results, only 14.4$ of the migrant 
workers were born in the city of Kayseri and only 47$ of the total 
number of workers were living in the city of Kayseri before 
departure, compared with more than half '(53/®) who "were living 
in different cities,- towns or villages. Of the latter, 87.1$ 
were living in villages before departure, mostly in the province 
of Kayseri and the neighbouring province. 5.7$ were living in­
towns and 7.2$ in other cities.
Interviewees who changed their place of residence on return 
to Turkey were asked to give two reasons, in order of importance, 
for so doing. More than half of the respondants (57.2$) cited 
factors to do with employment as being their major reason. Most 
said they moved to Kayseri because they wanted to set up their 
own business there with their savings. 15*7$ (the vast majority of 
whom mentioned that they had moved because they wanted their children 
to receive their education in the city. 14.5$ said that their 
families had already moved to the city of Kayseri while they were 
abroad and they went to join them on their return. 5.7$ mentioned
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that they were dissatisfied with their place of residence prior to 
departure.’ The remaining 7.1$ sai{3 that they had bought a house in 
the city while abroad. (Table 7.6.)
TABLE 7.6., REASONS FOR CHANGE IN PLACE OF 
THOSE WORKERS WHO HAD MOVED (IN
RESIDENCE AS GIVEN BY 
f DEGREES OF IMPORTANCE)
First Category Second Category
Total Town - ci,ty ' Village - Total Town & City Village ■ -
$ ’ $ ' - $ ' ■ $ $ $
Workers family 
was living 
there while 
worker abroad 14.3 li.i 14.8 ' 12.9 14.8
Children’s edu­
cation 15.7 li.i 16.4 25.7 22.2 ' 2 6 .2
Work situation 57.2 66.7 ‘ 55.7 30.1 55.6 2 6 .2
Dissatisfaction 
with place of 
residence prior 
to departure 5-7 11.1 4.9 11.4 13.1
Buying a house 
while abroad 7.1 - 8.2 20.0 22.2 19.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
A similar pattern emerges from those reasons cited as being 
second in importance. 3 0.1$ stated that employment opportunities 
in Kayseri had been an important reason. 25*7$ mentioned their 
children’s education. 20$ said they had bought a house in the 
city while abroad. 11.1$ cited that they were dissatisfied with 
their place of residence before departure. The remaining 12.9$
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gave as a reason for moving their family having moved to the city, 
while they were abroad.
It is interesting that a considerable number of women gave 
their children’s education as a reason for moving, whereas male 
workers were more concerned with the employment situation.
INVESTMENT IN BUSINESS VENTURES
The Turkish Government's policy on migrant workers is based 
on the expectation that migrant workers’ savings will be invested 
in industrial or agricultural development projects rather than 
spent on consumer goods or on small service sector ventures.
However, the interview results revealed that 72.7$ of the total 
number of migrant workers (60.6$ of the urban sample, 86.9$ of the 
rural sample) invested their savings in business ventures after 
returning to the city of Kayseri; of these (Table 7-7) over 
three-quarters preferred to put their savings into individual 
or family concerns, and 14.6$ set up a small-scale business with 
a few other individuals. This means that nearly all returned 
migrant workers spent a fairly substantial part of their savings 
on items related to work, though the rural male migrant was much 
more likely to do so than those in the urban male sample.
Nearly three-quarters of returnees who invested in business 
ventures spent their savings on items required for establishing 
small-scale retail or commercial businesses of some sort, for example, 
retail, grocer shops, miscellaneous trades and service ventures.
This figure includes those who bought cars for business purposes.
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The remainder of less than a quarter spent money on items for 
establishing small-scale manufacturing workshops.
Returned migrants were also found to have been most reluctant 
to put their savings into co-operatives, and industrial partner­
ships. There are various types of co-operatives in Kayseri, including 
agricultural producers, credit and marketing co-operatives and 
some industrial co-operatives. Of the migrant workers who put 
savings into a business venture, only 5.2(jo invested most of their 
savings in a co-operative; and even fewer, 3.1$ of migrants 
invested their savings in an industrial partnership. Yet these 
are the type of investments which have been encouraged by the 
Government, i.e. joint industrial partnerships in which workers 
invest their savings while abroad or on return so as to form a 
company. Some of these joint industrial companies guarantee 
employment to migrants on their return to Kayseri.
A most interesting finding was that 21 male workers, 17.6^
(21 'fo of the urban sample, 1 -ifo  of the rural sample) of the total 
number of males, invested a small amount of their savings in this 
type of large industrial co-operative while abroad or on return. 
However, nearly all cited that they had cut their support for 
these establishments later. The main reason for withdrawing support, 
was that lack of funds had forced the establishment to look for 
private or public investment. As a result, the migrant workers 
were reduced to mere shareholders and were no longer guaranteed- 
a job on their return. In Kayseri there are seven big private 
companies which have mainly migrant workers as shareholders.
20b
There are, in addition, two big investment projects which have 
been supported by the Turkish Ministry of Industry. Most of their 
investments also come from migrant workers, namely "Yakin Dogu 
Xagit sanayii", and "Kayseri Gubre fabrikasi".
TABLE 7 .7 . PERCENTAGE OF RETURNED TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS WHO PUT 
. SAVINGS INTO BUSINESS VENTURES.
Migrant workers main investment Secondary investment
Total Urban Rural Total Urban
No. % No. No
Rural
No. % No. $ No.
Individual con­
cerns business 50
Family concerns 
business 24
Invest savings 
with other 
persons 14
Joining a co­
operative with 
savings 5
Became a share­
holder with 
savings (in 
joint stock 
company) 3
5 2 .1 22 5 1 .2 28 5 2 .8
25 .0 13 3 0 .2 11 20.7
14.6 5 H .6 9 17.0
5 .2 2 4.7 3 5.7
3.1 1 2.3 2 3.8
r t . * - ^
7 2 6 .9 4 26.7 3 27.3
1 Id
a;
19 73.1 11 73.3 8 72.7
Total 96 100 43 100. , 53 100, 26 100 15100" 11 100
There are three main reasons for returnees’ investment being 
concentrated in small-Kcale retail or commercial businesses and small* 
scale manufacturing workshops particularly in individual or family 
concerns; firstly, Turkey as a developing country has not yet 
completed its uneven capitalist development to the level at which 
monopoly capitalist accumulation takes all manufacturing production
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and commercial activity under its umbrella. Small scale- 
manufacturing workshops or commercial activities can still easily 
survive together with some big monopoly investment. Secondly, 
there is a big gap between income earners in Turkey. Wage earners 
in industry receive a much lower income than other workers, 
particularly small business owners. As many migrant workers left the 
country in order to earn a higher income abroad, they were reluctant 
to return to the same situation by being a blue collar worker. 
Thirdly, the unemployment situation in Kayseri or in Turkey is an 
important factor. A high proportion of workers were unemployed or 
had difficulties in finding work (the estimated rate of unemploy­
ment is 15 - 18$ in Kayseri). In particular, unskilled returned 
migrant workers have difficulties in finding work. Eight firms 
contacted in the city did have a policy of actively avoiding 
employing returned migranns, citing their demand for high wages and 
better working conditions as reasons. Furthermore, several firms 
consciously avoided hiring unskilled migrant workers because of their 
age on return.
During the interview, it was discovered that most migrant 
workers who invested their savings in small-scale businesses had not 
had any experience in such investment ventures before departure or 
while abroad. However, most were found to have remained abroad for 
a comparatively long term, to save large amounts of money. They 
frequently spoke of living off their savings (kendi namina calismak) 
and used ambitions phrases such as "to be independent", "no longer 
to be a slave" or "to be one’s own boss".
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The interview did enquire directly into the nature of the 
investment'and its success or failure (Table 7.8.), It emerged 
that 24 of the workers in the sample (27.3$) who invested their 
savings in individual or family concerns and small scale business 
with one or two others on return failed to profit from their 
first investment. Most of these came from the rural rather than 
the urban sample.
TABLE ' 7.8. NUMBER OF WORKERS WHO FAILED TO GAIN FROM THEIR FIRST 
INVESTMENT IN WORK OR CHANGED WORK VENTURE INTO WHICH
MIGRANTS PUT THEIR SAVINGS ON RETURN.
Migrants
First investment 
in business ventures
Last investment in 
business ventures
invested their 
savings in 
work ventures
Total Urban Rural Total Urban Rura 1
No. 1o No. 1° No. 1o No. 1° No. $ No. %
Individual small 
scale trade 
business 5 20.8 1 12.5 4 25.0 1 4.2 1 6.3
Indiv. small 
production 
business 4 16.7 3 37.5 1 6.3 _ . . .
Family business 1 4.2 - 1 6.3 2 8.3 - 2 12.5
Grocer 2 8.3 - 2 12.5 9 37.5 2 25.0 7 43.7
Estate agency - - - - 4 16.7 2 25.0 2 12.5
Taxi owner 
(driver) 1 4.2 1 12.5 - - - -
A joint trade 
business with 
other persons 8 33.3 2 25.0 6 37.5 1 4.2 1 6.3
A joint produc. 
business with 
other persons 3 12.5 1 12.5 2 12.5 —
Others:unemployed 4 16.7 1 12.5 3 18.7
Turn back to blue 
collar job - - 3 12.5 3 37.5 -
Total 24 100.0 8 100.0 16 100.0 24 100.0 8 100.0 16 100.0
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More than half of these had invested their savings in 
individual or joint small-scale commercial businesses. Two- 
thirds of the remainder had invested in individual or in joint 
small-scale manufacturing workshops. One-third had participated 
in other small-scale businesses. At the time of the interview, 
all these workers had failed to gain from their first investment.
Three-quarters of these workers, once their first venture had 
folded, became self-employed in the service sector, running grocery 
shops, small retail businesses, estate agencies and so on. 16.7$ 
became unemployed, and 12.5$ turned back to manual work as wage 
earners.
The reasons for the collapse of their first enterprises were 
given by returnees as firstly lack of experience and secondly lack 
of enough capital to run a business.
EXPENDITURE ON CONSUMER DURABLES
The interview indicated in accordance with other surveys of 
returned migrants, that the most popular way of spending large 
savings was by setting up a small scale business or by spending them 
on houses, or building plots. Next popular was expenditure on 
consumer durables. Most returned workers were found to have spent 
some of their savings on consumer goods, which were either bought 
abroad or soon after returning.
At this point, only data concerning consumer durables or
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work-related commodities purchased abroad and brought back to Turkey 
are considered. Table A.19. gives a detailed specification ..of 
consumer and work related goods purchased by migrants. Most 
workers were attracted to electronic items which they purchased while 
abroad; over three-quarters reported that they had bought a radio and 
about one-quarter a television set. Additionally, 65$ reported that 
they had bought a tape recorder or record player. Relatively few 
(only 9jo of the total number of workers) mentioned the purchase of
(1)
a car.
Whereas a high proportion of returned migrant workers had spent 
their savings on consumer durables, in the expenditure list, including 
clothes, watches, cameras, selected household goods (such as cookers, 
fridges, sewing machines, kitchen equipment, furniture etc.), only 
a small proportion of migrants mentioned that they had bought work- 
related commodities abroad, such as tools, industrial machines, 
agricultural machinery and tractors. An interesting feature is 
that migrant workers who bought agricultural machinery and tractors 
sold them after they had settled in the city of Kayseri. Of the 
migrant workers who had brought a car purchased abroad back to 
Turkey, only seven had kept it up to the time of the interview 
(in four of these cases the car was being used in a taxi business).
Differences between groups of workers emerged from the data
obtained on consumer durables or work-related commodities brought
back to Turkey and from observations made during home visits while iiterviewin;
^^After 1967,the Turkish Government introduced some restrictions on 
importing cars and on othermodes of transport, in order to protect 
the infant car and transport industry. Imports of other consumer 
durables were normally classified as personal household effects 
which were allowed into the country without restriction.
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A high proportion of those who had been accompanied abroad by 
their families had spent their savings on household goods and 
consumer durables plus some items of high luxury expenditure.
All of the latter items were brought back by the workers to 
Turkey having been purchased only a short time before their
return. Even most of the migrant workers who had remained abroad
alone, leaving their families behind, had brought home consumer 
durables or household goods.
Migrant workers who were highly skilled industrial workers 
tended to spend their savings on work-related goods, such as 
industrial machines. Several workers who were small farm holders 
before departure, brought home some tractors and other agricultural 
machinery.
Almost all of the females had spent some of their savings on consumer
durables and household goods to bring home on return. Some of these
stated that they had brought from abroad every single item in their 
Turkish home, (igneden iplige kadas herseyi avrupadan getirdim), 
including a lot of luxuries generally considered unnecessary.
However, none of the females had brought a car or work-related 
goods back with them.
PERMANENCY OF RETURN
Nearly all migrant workers, (with the exception of some male 
workers recalled for army service) declared that they had returned 
home permanently. Consequently, at the time of the interview, it
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is surprising that 42.4$ (42.9$ of the males, 38.5$ of the females) 
of the total number of workers said that they were thinking of 
going abroad again (Table 7.9. ). Among those male returned 
workers who wanted to go abroad again, a high proportion came from 
the rural sample, comprising 54.4$ of that sample as compared with 
only 32.3$ of the urban sample. However, a higher proportion of
TABLE 7.9. PERCENTAGE OF RETURNED 
GO ABROAD AGAIN.
MIGRANT WORKERS WHO PLANNED TO
Total Urban Rural
Total Ma le Female Male Female Male Female
% $ 1° ' 1° 1o 1° 1o
Yes 42.4 42.9 38.5 32.3 44.4 54.4 25 .0
No 47.0 45.4 61.5 58.0 55.6 31.6 75.0
Don’t know 10.6 11.7 9.7 14.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
urban than rural females were thinking of going abroad again.
47$ of the total number of workers (58$ of urban males, 3 1.6$ of 
rural males) stated that they were definitely not going abroad again, 
chiefly because they were pleased at having returned home to set up a 
new life for themselves and their families.
It is interesting that over 10$ of the returnees were not yet sure 
whether they had permanently settled in the city of Kayseri or 
whether they might go abroad in order to look for employment. All
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of this group were male.
TABLE 7.10, PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS
PLANNING TO GO ABROAD AGAIN BY THEIR GIVEN REASONS
Total Urban Rural
Total
$
Male
1o
Female
f>
Male
1o
Female
fo
Male
fo
Female
$
Unable to find work 8.9 7.8 20.0 5.0 25.0 9.7 -
Insufficient income 50.0 54.9 - 50.0 - 58.1 -
Dissatisfied with
work 23 .2 25.5 - 20.0 29.0 -
Dissatisfied with
social life 10.7 9.8 20.0 20.0 25.0 3.2 -
Went to join spouse
abroad 5.4 - 60 .0 50.0 - 100.0
Offer from employer
abroad 1.8 2.0 5.0 - -
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Interview results indicated that (Table 7.10) half of the total 
number of workers (and a high proportion of rural males - 58.1$) who 
were wanting to return abroad, said that insufficient income in 
Turkey (the city of Kayseri) was the main reason. Nearly a quarter 
(and a high proportion of this group came from rural areas) gave 
as a reason not that they preferred life abroad, but that they were 
dissatisfied with their work at home. Most declared an inability to 
find suitable work at home and others stated that they needed to save 
up again because their ventures had gone bankrupt. Only just over
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10^ of the returnees were so dissatisfied with life at home on 
their return (of which the urban sample was a very high proportion) 
that they were proposing to go back, even though this would often 
entail working under worse conditions. 9% of the returned workers 
were thinking of returning abroad because they were unemployed.
The majority of these were rural workers.
There were differentials between male and female workers in 
that more than half of the female sample were planning to go abroad 
because they wanted to join their husbands. However, these plans to 
return abroad had not, by and large, at the time of the interview, 
been put into practice. Only 17 (13$ ) of the respondants declared 
that they were actively seeking employment abroad. This may be 
partly explained by the fac't; that it had been more difficult for 
Turks to go abroad again if they wished to do so, particularly 
since 197  ^when the worker immigration ban by the main host 
countries came into force..
Skilled workers were able to reapply for migration through 
official channels so long as they made their application within a 
year. After a year had gone by, all workers, skilled or unskilled, 
would have had to leave Turkey on tourist passports. More recently, 
Western European countries have required that all Turks entering 
their borders should be in possession of a visa. Thus, second 
migration for most Turks is an expensive and risky procedure.
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CHAPTER 8 
THE FAMILY OF THE MIGRANT. WORKER
By using the interview and case study, data was collected in 
the city of Kayseri on returned migrant workers, examining changes 
that had occurred in the pattern of the migrant workers’ family as 
a result of labour migration abroad. The discussion approaches 
the family of workers from two main points of view; firstly the 
tendency towards changes in family structure and secondly the 
changes which come about in the family as an economic unit. Particular 
attention is given to the division of labour, budget control, family 
roles, etc.
In fact, the institution of the family manifests structural 
variations across different socio-economic groups and socio-geographical 
areas of Turkey. It would therefore be misleading to conce5.ve of 
the Turkish migrant’s family as a single entity. The objective of 
this chapter is familiarization with some of the changes and 
problems that returned migrant workers faced while abroad and on 
their return, dealing particularly with migrant workers who had 
remained abroad for a relatively long period and who on return 
settled down in the city of Kayseri (as is the case with most 
migrants who came from the city or rural areas of the province of 
Kayseri and the villages of neighbouring provinces).
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COMPOSITION OF THE HOUSEHOLD
In a previous chapter, the situation of migrant workers’ 
children and their economic dependants before departure has already 
been discussed. There is no need to repeat this. It is, however, 
necessary to discuss the residential composition of migrant workers 
households before departure, while abroad, and on return. Migration 
abroad results in important changes in the residential composition 
of migrant households both in the host country and the homeland.
The nuclear family consists of father, mother and unmarried 
children. This family structure is not new in Turkey and describes 
the majority of households, particularly in the province of Kayseri 
in both urban or rural areas. Traditionally, and especially in 
rural areas, the family structure has always been, and still is 
(in most cases) patriarchal, where married sons continue living with 
their parents after marriage. This is the extended family, comprising 
father, mother, married son or sons and their wives, their children 
and the unmarried sons and daughters living together and sharing the 
family income. Such families exhibit a low life expectancy, and 
high infant and childhood mortality rates. In practice, however, 
according to the most recent surveys results, this extended family 
pattern has been undergoing a process of change that has made the 
nuclear family the dominant form, in the light of the former’s 
economic unfeasability for the majority of peasants, workers and 
other lower or middle income groups. In fact, the 1975 General 
Census of the province of Kayseri showed that just over 85$ of all 
families in the province of Kayseri conform to the nuclear pattern. 
This is a natural progression from the patriarchal model of the
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extended family. However, especially in rural areas, the dominant 
role which has always been played b^ older male members of the 
extended family, is preserved in the structure of the nuclear 
family. In the case of peasant families, control of money, property 
and the power of decision making are concentrated in the hands of 
the husband's older male relatives. In the book edited by N. Abaden 
1976, (M.B. Kiray, p. 214), it was argued that "Although the new 
family structure is very different from the model of the extended 
family, close relations with the extended kin are maintained".
According to the results of the interview (Table 8.1.), before 
departure about three quarters of the migrant workers' families had 
nuclear family households. A higher proportion (about 89^) of urban 
families had nuclear family households compared with i>l$ of the rural 
families. Where the basic composition of the household was the nuclear 
family, particularly in rural areas, it was observed that interaction 
with extended kin was important. As was seen in the previous chapter, 
half of the rural workers described themselves as unpaid family workers. 
A new model of the family emerges in which even though the household 
composition is basically that of the nuclear family, economic 
characteristics of the extended family remain.
Traditionally, and even today, children remain with their parents 
until marriage. In the interview, other than a few cases, all 
bachelor or spinster workers were found to be living with their 
parents before departure. The two exceptions reported that they were 
working in the city of Kayseri while their parents were living in 
their native village.
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TABLE 8-.1. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION OF MIGRANT WORKERS BEFORE DEPARTURE
Migrant’s household
0
Number of 
1
Families
2 3+
No. f> No. d/° No. fo No. %
Rural: Bachelor/Spinster 0 0 1 1.7 3 k .9 1 1.7
Married 0 0 36 59". u 14 22.9 6- 9.8
Total 3.7 6 0 .7 27.8 7 1 1 . - 5
Urban: Bachelor/Spinster 2 2.8 12 16.9 1 1.4 - -  ■
Married 0 0 51 71.8 5 7.1 - -
Tota 1 2 2.8 63 88.7 6 8.5 - -
MIGRATION AND DISINTEGRATION OF THE FAMILY
At the time of departure, about 85fo of the total number of workers 
were married, and only V j]o  were unmarried, describing themselves as 
bachelors or spinsters. However (Table 8.2), only two married workers 
said that they had gone abroad with their spouses. One of these from 
a rural area said that he was emigrating to Australia with his whole 
family. The other one, a female from an urban area, went to West Germany 
with her family in the early 1960s. Both these cases reported planning 
to settle down in host • countries for a long term.
The remainder of married female workers confirmed that they were 
going to join their husbands who were already working abroad. Only 
in one case did a male worker say he was going to join his wife abroad.
Almost all the male workers (except the case described above) 
left their wives at home while they emigrated to look for work.
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TABLE 8.2. MIGRANT WORKERS ACCOMPANIED BY THEIR SPOUSES
Total Urban Rural
Total Male 
No. No.
Female
No.
Male Female Male Female 
No. No. No. No.
Emigrated abroad 
with spouses 2 1 1 _ 1 1 —
Emigrated due to 
joining spouses 
abroad 11 1 10 6 1 4
Emigrated abroad 
leaving spouses 
at home 99 99 - 49 - 50 -
Total 112 101 11 49 7 52 4
In fact, Turkish migrant workers, as they come from a non-E.E.C. 
country have no right to take their spouses or family members into 
the E.E.C. host country: (nearly all Turkish workers have been working 
in Western European countries which are members of the E.E.C.). The 
right to have one’s family join one, only exists to the extent that 
it is granted by bilateral agreements drawn up between Turkey and 
labour receiving countries. The conditions under which a reunion is 
allowed in the host country are complicated, and show variations 
from one host country to another. However, generally speaking, it 
depends on three main factors; (l) the provision of suitable 
accommodation, (2) the possession of a work contract and (3) actual 
paid employment over a certain period of time in the host country.
In West Germany, for example, the family reunion of Turkish workers 
is regulated according to the bilateral employment agreements signed 
with Turkey in 196'1. As a general rule, permission to be joined by 
their families can be requested only after at least one year’s
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residence. Two other conditions are set down; (l) sufficient 
accommodation (considered appropriate for a family residence),
(2) the obtaining of a residence permit for the other members of 
the .family. The family must, in addition have at its disposal 
sufficient economic resources. Housing standards must comply with 
those considered the norm for a German family.
In the Netherlands, conditions for the reunion of a family 
are similar with those in Germany. In Switzerland, family reunion 
can he grated to migrant workers only after three years’ uninterrupted 
stay in the country and provided that the migrant worker’s behaviour 
has not occasioned any criticism either from the point of view of 
morals or work.
In the United Kingdom; migrant workers are permitted to bring 
their families only if they have a position that complies with the 
current regulations on foreign manpower and if they can show that 
they are in a financial position to support their wife and children.
As previously mentioned, during the working period abroad, 
all of the married female workers in the sample had been accompanied 
by their spouses since their arrival in the host country, compared 
with only two cases of male workers. Table 8.3. represents a group 
of male migrant workers who were already married prior to departure, 
and went abroad leaving their wives at horns and another group of 
males who went abroad as bachelors, but married during holidays spent 
in Turkey. About 39$ said that their wives had joined them during 
their working period abroad. A slightly higher proportion of urban 
males had brought their wives abroad, i.e. 41.5$ compared with only
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3 6.5# of the rural sample.
Male workers who were already married before they left Turkey 
confirmed that they had been reunited with their wives after they 
worked an average of 2.9 years in the host country. This period 
was slightly longer for rural workers than for urban ones.
TABLE 8.3. MIGRANT WORKERS JOINED BY THEIR WIVES WHILE THEY WERE 
ABROAD.
Total Urban Rural
No. f> No. fo No. fo
Bid not bring wives .... 
abroad 60 57.1 29 54.7 31 59.6
Brought wives abroad 39 37.1 20 37.7 19 36.5
Others, departed abroad 
unmarried men, but while - 
abroad married and took 
his bride abroad 1 1.0 1 1.9
While abroad, married and 
left bride behind at 
family home 4 3.8 2 3.8 2 3.9
While abroad met a Turkish 
girl, married, stayed 
together 1 1.0 1 1.9 - -
TOTAL 105 100 53 100 52 100
One point of interest is that five male workers said that they 
had married while on holiday in Turkey during their work period abroad. 
Of these, only one man had taken his bride abroad. The other four left 
their brides at their parents’ homes when they returned to work.
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In addition, four migrant workers, three of whom came from 
rural areas,.reported that they had only brought their son or 
sons as dependants abroad, because they were working in the host 
country., with them.
MIGRANT WORKERS1 DEPENDANTS ABROAD
Important changes take place in the composition of migrants' 
households as a result of migration abroad. Whereas some dependants 
have been left at home by migrant workers, others are taken into the 
host country. Both extended families and nuclear families tend to 
be fragmented differently during successive phases in the migrant's 
stay abroad.
According to the results of the interview of married workers, 
during their working period abroad, only 38.3% of the males compared 
with all of the females were accompanied by their spouses, and only 
four males said they were accompanied solely by their son or sons.
61.7% of married male workers were separated from their wives while 
abroad.
Subsequent reunions of families abroad were partial. Table 8.4 
shows migrant workers who were accompanied by some of their dependants. 
In only two-thirds of migrant workers' households abroad could one 
locate a complete nucleus composed of both parents and all their 
children. This pattern was displayed with much greater frequency 
in the case of female workers (90%) than in the case of male workers 
(63%). The second group consisted of those families where both
spouses and some of their children were abroad, the remainder of the
\
children remaining in Turkey. This household configuration affected
TABLE 8.4. PERCENTAGE OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS WHOSE DEPENDANTS 
HAD LIVED WITH THEM ABROAD.
Total Urban Rural
Total Male
%
Female
%
Male Female
fo  fo
Male Female 
$ *
Only spouses left 
children•a t home 7.0 6.5 9.9 9.1 - 4.1
Spouses and only 
some of workers 
children 17.5 21.? 13.6 29.2
All family members 
(spouses and 
children) 68.9 63.1 90.1 72.7 100 5^.2
Only some of male 
children, leaving 
spouse and some 
children at home 7.0 8.7 4.6 12.5
TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100
17.5% of the total number of migrant or 21.7% of the married male 
workers. Another group of migrant workers, about 7%> said that they 
had been accompanied only by their spouses while their children were 
in Turkey. And another 7% of .the workers reported they had been 
accompanied by their son or sons while abroad, while their spouses 
and the remainder of the children remained in Turkey.
There are variations in the household pattern of those workers 
who were accompanied by their dependants abroad. Of the migrant 
workers who came from urban areas, nearly three quarters (73$) were 
accompanied by their whole family, compared with only 5^% of the rural 
workers. 29% of the rural workers were abroad with their spouses and 
only some of their children, as opposed to only 13.6% of the urban 
workers, and 12.5% of the rural male workers were living abroad with
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just their sons, compared to only .4.6% of the urban male workers.
One of the main reasons for the differences between rural and 
urban workers could be connected with chances of the migrant workers’ 
wives or other dependants finding jobs in the host country. Another 
influencial factor might be whether the male migrant workers could 
afford to.have their families with them and could save at the same 
time. A third major factor seems to be that migrant workers often 
changed their plans and decided to stay abroad for longer periods.
An interesting feature is that according to the interview,
(Table 8.5.)> only ^0.4% of those dependants who were with migrants 
abroad made their journey home with those workers to settle down 
permanently (43.5% of the total male sample, compared with only 
27.3$ of the female). About 60% of the migrants reported that the 
composition of their households changed again while they were with 
their dependants abroad or on their return; of these, 31.6% (39% 
of the males) sent all their dependants home before they made their 
return, and 14% said that they left their spouses abroad while they 
returned home. Amongst the latter, a far higher proportion of 
females than males returned home with their children. Only two 
males who were recalled for national service said that they had 
left their wives and children abroad with their parents.
Four male workers declared that they made their way home with 
their wives and some of their children, leaving their adult son or 
sons working abroad. Three of these came from rural areas.
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TABLE 8 .5. THE RETURN HOME OF DEPENDENTS OF MIGRANT WORKERS
Total Urban Rural
Total
dfP
Male
fo
Female
fo
Male Female 
$ $
Male Female
io
Migrants returned 
home with all 
dependents 40.4 43.5 27.3 6 8 .2 43.0 20 .8
Migrants sent 
their depend­
ents home, 
remained abroad 
alone 3 1 .6 39.1 22 .8 54.2
Migrant returned 
home, spouses 
remained abroad 14.0 4.3 54.5 28.5 8.3 100
Migrant's spouses 
died and returned 
home with
children 3 .5 18.2 28.5
Migrants remained 
with sons abroad 
sent rest of 
family home 3 .5 4.3 4.5 4.2
Only a child or 
children remain­
ed abroad 7 .0 8.7 4.5 12.5
TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
The most interesting variation is that two-thirds of urban male 
workers made their permanent journey home with their whole family, 
compared with only about one-fifth of rural males.
According to the interview, not only were wives sent home by 
migrant workers, but a sample of female workers also returned with 
their children while their husbands were abroad. This shows that men
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still play the role of "bread winner" in the family. The woman 
seems to be the crucial person from whom sacrifices are demanded 
to meet the needs of a changing situation: at one time taking
employment to supplement family income, and at other times returning 
home with the children in order that they can be educated in Turkey.
It is evident that the changes in migrant family composition 
while abroad, caused major problems of caring for and educating the 
children during the family’s stay abroad. (This is discussed in the 
chapter "Education of Migrant's Children".) Giving birth abroad 
could cause women workers to lose their jobs, or where children were 
left with close relatives, problems could arise forcing migrants' 
wives or female workers to return home. In fact, most of those 
migrant workers' wives who returned did so because they lost their 
jobs. Thus migrant families would experience economic hardship if 
they tried to keep the whole family abroad and save money at the 
same time. Again, where migrants bought new homes in Turkey with 
their savings, in which to settle on their return, their wives and 
children often returned early to organise the new home.
THE COMPOSITION OF MIGRANT FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS AT HOME WHILE MIGRANT 
WORKERS WERE ABROAD.
98$ of the interviewed male workers who first departed abroad to 
look for employment, had left their wives and children at home. It 
is an interesting fact that most rural migrants left their families 
where they were living before departure, while a considerable number 
of urban migrant workers who more often than not headed already a 
nuclear family, sent their wives and children .to their parent's home
in a village before departure or at least temporarily changed their 
settlement area by moving nearer to their close relatives whether 
these were in urban or rural areas. Probably the idea of young 
wives living by themselves or with their children was intolerable to 
their husbands. The position tended to be more relaxed for middle- 
aged wives with a number of children, especially where migrant workers 
were born in the city of Kayseri and had lived there all their life 
before going abroad.
In the rural areas, some migrant workers from nuclear families 
before departure, did not allow their wives to move into their parents' 
houses, but insisted that their wives should live alone with the 
children in their home while the migrant workers were abroad. Their 
wives were left to some extent under the general control of the workers’ 
close relatives. At this stage, with the traditional head of the 
family gone, the wives seem to play a crucial role in the family.
Their efforts are very important in holding the nuclear family 
together as a unit. The family property is looked after by these 
wives who act as co-ordinators and decision makers under the supervision 
of the husband's extended family kin.
*
Data obtained from interviewing returned migrant workers, 
indicates that 61.7$ of the married male workers had not taken their 
wives abroad with them. They were asked to give two reasons for this 
in order of importance, (Table 8.6). Most workers gave as the most 
important factor the problem of their children being too young to 
care for or the fear of interrupting their education. Thus the 
migrant's wife was forced to stay at home to look after them. Others 
said that their wife stayed at home to look after the family belongings.
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A third group said that they or their relatives tended to be biased 
against taking wives and children to a foreign environment where 
different social, cultural, religious and pyschological values are 
dominant. In addition, some migrant workers said that they couldn’t 
meet the legal requirements specified in the bilateral agreements, 
particularly those concerning housing and working conditions. Still 
others had preferred to save as quickly as possible and return home 
to be united with their families.
Of secondary importance, the fact that their children were of 
school age and were attending school at home or were too young to 
leave their mothers was again mentioned by a great many workers.
However an increasing number of workers gave as their second reason 
that they were opposed to the idea of exposing their family to foreign 
environments, and they too often couldn’t meet the legal requirements. 
Furthermore, some workers only wanted to stay abroad for a short time 
and some mentioned that their parents were too old so their wives 
remained at home and cared for them.
An interesting feature was that while workers from urban areas 
cited the problem of their children as their main reason for staying 
abroad alone, the rural sample emphasised the importance of their 
wives and the remainder of the family looking after the family property 
while they were away. In addition, a higher proportion of the rural 
sample mentioned that they or their relatives objected to the idea 
of taking the family to a foreign environment.
There were, however, among the migrant workers who did not take 
their families abroad, a number of families who changed their place of
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residence within Turkey while those workers were away. Most of 
these had moved from a village or a town to the city of Kayseri 
where migrant workers had bought a private house or a flat with 
their savings earned abroad. The main reason for moving was given 
as workers’ children’s educational requirements to attain a higher 
level school and the relatively greater job opportunities where 
they wanted to take jobs on their return home.
RESIDENCE OF MIGRANT WORKERS ABROAD
Data on the housing conditions of migrant workers abroad, shows 
that a great number of unaccompanied migrant workers lived in 
factory hostels. In particular, those who were recruited for a 
job abroad through the official channels were accommodated in this 
manner when they first arrived. However, those migrants who 
went abroad through unofficial channels, for example those who 
were classified as ’’tourists’ found, accommodation in the private 
sector or lived in temporarily in their relatives’ or friends’ 
accommodation on their arrival.
According to the interview, 81$ of the total number of workers 
had at some time lived in accommodation provided by their workplace, 
particularly in their early years abroad. In fact, 84$ of the 
workers reported that they had changed their accommodation during 
their working period abroad. Of these, more than half declared that 
they had changed their residence more than once. Many workers
^^Austria, Germany, France, Sweden, Switzerland all have regulations 
which state that the authorities of receiving countries should 
permit employees to engage foreign manpower only if they are in 
a position to provide housing of a suitable condition.
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seemed to move to better and more comfortable accommodation, 
moving from the factory hostels to private houses, or council 
houses, after becoming semi-settled in the host country. This 
observation is also shared by other authors.
Of those migrant workers who had changed their accommodation 
41.5$ gave the main reason as wanting to live in more comfortable 
and "private" accommodation, 2 9.1$ said they changed their accommo—  
dation after having brought their families abroad. 19.8$ said that 
they had changed their jobs and so had to move out of the accommo­
dation provided by their former employer. Apart from the above 
reasons, migrant workers mentioned "being together with their 
relatives under one roof", "inability to get on well with their 
landlords" and "changing their accommodation frequently due to 
police controls of "tourist workers".
Data shows that difficulty in finding accommodation or unduly 
high rents in a considerable number of cases prevented migrant 
workers from arranging for their families to follow them. The
V.F.T.U., Migrant Workers and Their Problems , Prague, Czechoslovakia 
1976. "Turkish workers’ living conditions in Belgium are described 
in a study by J. Van Maldergham, member of staff of the Free 
University of Brussels who conducted an inquiry in a Turkish colony 
during the first few months after the workers arrival and then 
three years later.
In the first few months after their arrival, the Turkish migrant 
workers, hired for underground mining, flatly refused any contact 
with society. Their lodgings were inexpensive but sordid - 8 
persons in a room with 4 beds which they occupied "in turn" as 
they worked in three 8 hours shifts.
After three years, their behaviour had changed. Their situation 
and living conditions improved as soon as they could leave the 
mines, get another job, rent a flat, send for their families and 
settle down to a life of relative stability. They gradually 
adapted themselves to the society of the host country."
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same factors also prevented migrants from changing their employment. 
In other cases such difficulties induced workers to accept very 
uncertain and unhealthy housing conditions, which did not comply 
with the current housing standards in the immigration country.
Scarcity of accommodation and high rents in the private sector 
then prevented migrant workers from arranging for their families 
to follow them; and the subsequent separation from their family 
and complete isolation in a receiving country played an important 
part in their decision to return home.
An interesting finding was that whether migrant workers lived
in factory hostels or in private houses, they all said that they
(2)had lived with other Turkish migrant workers. '
HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION ON RETURN
Some important changes take place in the composition of migrant 
worker households as a result of migration abroad and settlement in 
the city of Kayseri on their return. A great number of workers on 
returning found that the household composition of their family had 
changed. About 9 0 of the households now consists of the nuclear 
family. However, it was found that a considerable number of the
(i)
(2)
As a rule, if the migrant worker changes jobs, his new employer 
is not obliged to house him, nor does he have to provide a 
dwelling for dependants if they come to join him. The worker 
has to find a dwelling in the private sector by himself.
In the factory hostels, workers are in practice segregated 
according to their nationality.
migrants’ families still have very close ties with extended family 
members, particularly those with whom they maintain financial links 
through, for example, the family business. An especially influential 
role is still played by the older male relations outside the nuclear 
family.
10'jo of the returned migrants (a high proportion of which came 
from rural areas) have extended family households. It is evident 
that traditional norms require either the youngest or the eldest son 
of the family to rejoin their parent’s household, or to take their 
parents with his family to the new accommodation bought with savings 
earned abroad. In fact, very few of these migrants had cut their 
close links with their parents. Indeed, most of them had left 
their wife and children, or just their children, in the parental 
home while they worked abroad.
However differences exist among these extended family structures, 
according to the economic situation of the family. If the father 
has always been economically active, he continues to play the 
dominant role as decision maker, and to control family fiances. If 
on the other hand the father does not work the son takes on the role 
of the head of the household, and the father takes on an advisory 
role. Under such circumstances the wife plays a very crucial role 
in the family, consulting with her husband. Such consultation is 
not found in the traditional extended family.
EMPLOYMENT OF WIVES ABROAD
There are differences in the employment of Turkish migrants' 
wives and children from one host country to another one. Most
of these countries do not supply migrants' dependants with work 
permits. This means that if migrants' wives have not come abroad 
as recruited labour through official channels, (i.e. if they have 
come as "tourists" or "dependants"), they cannot obtain a work 
permit with their residence permit simply by asking for it. Only 
in Sweden and Belgium may Turkish workers be accompanied by their 
wife and children, where if they wish to have work, their application 
for a work permit is automatically granted. The situation in West 
Germany, where over three quarters of Turkish abroad live and work, 
is that according to regulations on work permits, spouses and minor 
children of Turkish workers (as non-E.E.C. nation workers) may 
obtain the ordinary permit (for a specified activity with a specified 
employer) only after five years regular and uninterrupted residence 
in the Federal Republic. Periods of absence which do not exceed 
three months are not considered as an interruption. However, in 
practice,- in view of the shortage of domestic workers, the wives of 
migrant workers who sP wish can easily find posts of this kind.
There are certain other kinds of job where there is a chronic 
shortage of female labour, giving wives the opportunity to obtain 
illegal employment with all its attendant risks. Alternatively, if 
the German employer were to request her by name through the 
appropriate official channels in Turkey, she may assume the position 
by re-entering Germany from Turkey.
In the Netherlands too, as a general rule, neither the spouse 
nor children of Turkish workers automatically qualify for a work 
permit. The allocation of permits is governed by certain regulations. 
Even if the family has its own business, each member needs a work 
permit. Generally speaking, if the wife of a migrant finds a job in
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a firm which has a chronic shortage of female labour, the Dutch 
employer may'apply for a work permit for that employee. Otherwise, 
they have to work illegally.
According to the author's research of returned migrants and 
their wives (in fact most migrants dependents in the sample stayed 
inWest Germany and in The Netherlands), and his experience of living 
among Turkish workers in the Dutch town of Almelo, it seems that 
migrant workers' wives abroad first work in small firms which do not 
require work permits. They were employed illegally with no social 
rights, on low wages with no leave, no security of employment etc.
Only some of the wives appeared to receive legal status later on.
Of migrant workers' wives in the interview sample who had joined 
their husbands abroad at some point, only 22 out of 42 (52.4$) found 
employment while abroad. 7 of these 22 had worked continuously until 
they returned home. The remaining 15 had only worked sporadically 
during their stay abroad. The reasons given for these wives 
working for only short periods were: many gave up work on becoming
pregnant; others said they had not managed to find work for a long 
time, or after losing one job experienced the difficulty in finding 
another one; in other cases husbands were, right from the start, 
often opposed to their wives taking employment. (Table 8.7.)
A comparison of migrants who went abroad from urban areas with 
those from rural areas, shows that a far higher proportion of 
migrants' wives from urban areas, 66.7$, found employment while abroad 
with their husbands, while only 38.1$ of the rural migrants' wives 
did so.
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TABLE 8.7 . PERCENTAGE OF MIGRANT WORKERS' WIVES WHO WORKED IN 
THE HOST COUNTRY DURING THEIR TIME ABROAD.
Total Urban Rural
No. % No. % . No. %
Worked abroad until 
their return home 7 16.7 5 23.8 2 9.5
During their living time 
abroad had employment 
once 15 35.7 9 42.9 6 28.6
Did not work during their 
stay abroad 20 47.6 7 33.3 13 61.9
Total 42 100 21 100 21 100
An interesting feature is that only 46% of the employed wives 
were found to have obtained a work permit. The rest worked illegally. 
(Case of Mrs. Aktulun).
CASE: Mrs. Aktulun.
Mrs. Aktulun and her children came to join her husband in 
Holland in 1973- Her husband had gone to Holland three years 
earlier and found work in a textile factory in Almelo. His wages 
were only just sufficient to support his family, because they had 
four children, three of whom were studying at school. They were 
unable to save any money, which had been their reason for going to 
Holland. Mrs. Aktulun and her husband decided to find her a job, 
but it was difficult to get one without a work permit. Later she 
found a job with the help of some Turkish friends in a tinned food 
factory, canning chicken. She managed to work there for only nine 
months because working more than 60 hours per week affected her health.
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On leaving work she had none of the rights which are normally 
assured workers by law, because she had not got a work permit.
After three months of working in a small cleaning firm, she 
found a job in a cloth factory as a cloth presser. Mrs. Aktulun 
then obtained a work permit upon her employer’s application to the 
Dutch employment office.
Of the migrant workers who were accompanied by their wives,
47.6$ said that their wives had not worked abroad. There was 
certainly considerable resistance on their part to the employment 
of women. These gave as reasons for their wives not working; 45$ 
reported that this was because they were opposed to the idea,
25$ that she could not find work; 20$ that they had a child or 
children who needed the mother to be at home. 10$ gave the reason 
as being their wives’ poor health.
Perhaps the most significant feature here is that nearly all 
the migrants’ wives who accompanied their husbands, and had employment 
while abroad, had'not had any employment at home before departure, 
except for some rural wives who had worked on the family farm.
These findings certainly seem to indicate a favourable change of 
attitude'towards women's employment. Even though only a few wives 
were found to have helped their husbands to run grocery shops on 
their return home, a considerable number of wives said that if they 
found a suitable job at home, they would like to continue to work.
Some of the returned migrant workers mentioned that they were not 
opposed to their wives taking employment at home, though they had 
been before departure; However, most of the returned migrant workers
ZHcU
described their wives as housewives implying that they would 
therefore not he working on their return home. They also mentioned 
that they wanted to he the principal bread-winner. It seems that 
wives1 employment would only he accepted for a short period of 
time, whenever the family needed it.
CHANGES IN FAMILY ROLES WHICH EMERGED WHILE MIGRANTS WERE ABROAD
An important change attributable to migration is observed in 
changes in family roles at home and abroad. A womans active 
economic participation in family life is .'affected by her migration 
abroad with her husband and her taking employment is a contributing 
factor in this change. In addition, such changes are also visible 
in those families where the wife of the migrant remains in Turkey.
A major factor in such cases is that a considerable number of migrants 
have their family change their residence while they are still abroad. 
As a result, migrants1 wives leave the household of their extended 
family and are left very much to their own resources to deal with 
the day to day running of a nuclear family. First of all the money 
sent from abroad by the husband is managed solely by the wife. It 
is not only financial responsibility that is new for these women, 
some of them will have had no previous experience of urban life. The 
husband will have always acted as intermediary between the household 
and the market place, along with the running of the family farm.
This now becomes the wife^ responsibility.
When wives join their husband abroad, having taken the decision 
to seek employment in the host country, the problem of caring for 
any children they may have arises.. Although children are entrusted 
to grandparents, other relatives or neighbours during a mothers
Xemployment, it is not uncommon for fathers or the older children 
of the family to try and assume the responsibilities for child 
care on the assumption that the mother's employment will be for 
a short period of time. The husbands seem not to accept the role 
of the primary child minder during their stay abroad, but would 
rather share the responsibility with the mother in shifts, while 
she works. At home, particularly among the urban working class 
and also in the rural areas among the peasantry, husbands are the 
principal bread-winners and do not share the responsibility of 
child minding with the wife.
On the migrants return, changes have occurred in the authority 
relations and decision making procedures both in the families which 
migrated abroad and those left in Turkey by migrant workers. There 
is no doubt that .wives are still subservient to their husbands, who 
are the principal bread winners, decision makers, controllers of 
property and it is the husband's income which shapes the authority 
relations within the family. But whether a wife has been living 
along in a village or in a city or whether she has been abroad with 
her husband, so long as she has not been living with her in-laws, 
she is freed from restraints placed on her by the proximity of the 
extended family kin, who may have an influence on her husband, or to 
some extent join the decision making processes in the household. 
Often, as the husband and wife are living in trying circumstances, 
they are drawn together and act together. At least the wife now 
becomes the first person that the husband consults.
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MIGRANTS! ASSESSMENT OF THE RESPECT ACCORDED THEM ON THEIR RETURN
In comparing migrants’ assessment of the respect accorded them 
prior to departure and on their return home, it is interesting that 
a great number of workers stated that they had gained respect within 
their home society as a result of migration. The Table 8,8. shows 
that 21.2$ of the migrant workers reported that "the amount of 
respect accorded them had increased", which comprised 22.6$ of 
the urban sample and 19.7$ of the rural sample. There was no 
significant difference between the two groups. Migrant workers 
who declared that "they had gained a lot of respect" were nearly 
half the sample of workers. In this group -there were, however, 
considerable differences between migrants from urban and rural 
areas. Only 36 .6$ of the urban sample felt this was true, while 
62.3$ of the rural sample felt they had gained a large amount of 
respect. These differences arise largely from the socio-economic 
background of the workers. Most rural workers belonged to low- 
income groups in their villages prior to departure. Saving money
TABLE 8S. CHANGES IN THE STATUS OF THE MIGRANTS ON RETURN HOME
Direction of Changes Total Urban Rural
No. $ No. $ No. d1°
Little increased 28 21.2 18 22.6 12 19.7
Very increased 64 48.5 26 3 6 .6 38 62.3
The Same 35 26.5 25 35.2 10 1 6.4
Decreased 5 3.8 4 5.6 1 1.6
Total 132 100 71 100 6l 100
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abroad allowed them to buy property in the city as well as in 
their village and most established a small-scale business in the 
city from which to earn their living. This is the major motivating 
factor in peasant migration. Living and working experience in 
industrial society abroad was also found to have affected migrants 
respect positively.
2 6.5$ of the migrant workers said there was no change in the 
respect accorded them. A higher proportion of these (35.2^) came 
from the urban sample compared with only 16.4^ from the rural 
sample.
Only 3.8'jo of the total number of workers mentioned that they 
had lost respect /within their home society as a result of migration 
abroad. Nearly all of these found that they could not save money 
during their time abroad and most were unemployed or employed in 
a job with which they were not satisfied.
ASPECTS OF LIFE IN THE HOST COUNTRY WHICH MIGRANTS MISS ON THEIR 
RETURN HOME.
This chapter is an attempt to discover what sort of aspects of 
the foreign environment migrant workers who had remained abroad 
for an average 7.7 years, became accustomed to. These included food, 
better sanitation, accommodation, entertainment and life styles 
and they were missed on their return. Table S .9 shows that over 
one-third (38.6^) of returnees said that they had access to every­
thing which they had had during their working period abroad so they 
missed nothing. A slightly higher proportion from the rural sample
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k 2 . 6 f o  compared with only 35*2$ of the urban sample said that this 
was the case.
TABUE 8.9. ASPECTS OF LIFE IN THE HOST COUNTRY WHICH MIGRANTS MISSED 
ON THEIR RETURN.
Total Urban Rur a 1
No. $ No. % No. f ,
Have not missed 
anything 51 38.6 25 35.2 26 42.6
Food 4 3.0 3 4.2 1 1.6
Cleanliness 18 13.7 11 15-5 7 11.5
Comfortable life style 9 6.8 3 4.2 5 9.9
Entertainment 4 3.0 2 2.8 2 3.3
Social order 46 3*u9 27 38.1 19 31.1
Total 132 100 71 100 61 100
A great number of workers, 3^•9 fo , mentioned that they missed the 
social order in their host country, which did not exist at home.
In particular, the role of the state in society, the helpfulness 
of social institutions in individual life, social welfare and the 
greater efficiency of the justice and civil service. Of this group, 
a higher proportion (38.1^ o) of workers came from urban areas compared 
with only 31-1 J> from the total number of the rural sample.
The second largest group of migrant workers, 13.7fo , said that 
sanitation and general cleanliness was better in their host country.
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Of this group, a higher proportion of workers, 15-5%> came from the 
urban sample, while only 1 1 ,3 %  were from the rural sample.
A'third group, 6 ,8 %  of the total number of migrant workers,
( 9 , 9 %  from the rural sample, h 2% from the urban sample) mentioned 
that they missed the comfortable lifestyle which they had had 
abroad. This was not connected with conditions at work but 
described their accommodation, transport to work, consumer goods, 
heating, T.V., etc.
Furthermore, 3% of the total migrants, (there was not a 
significant difference between the urban and rural sample in this 
group but all of them belonged to the youngest age group), said 
that they longed for the entertainment to which they had grown 
accustomed while abroad.
THE ATTITUDE OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS TO THE MARRIAGE OF THEIR 
CHILDREN TO NON-MUSLEM FOREIGNERS.
None of the migrant workers or their adult children in the 
interview sample, were found to have married anyone not of Turkish 
origin.
Migrant workers were asked how they would react if their children 
married non-moslems. Only 5 of 132 migrant workers said that they 
could accept such a union. Moreover, of these, four mentioned that 
the foreigner would have to become moslem after the marriage.
Migrant workers who would accept their daughter's marriage to someone 
of another nationality were almost entirely urban born. Two of them
2 kb
were women.
Migrant workers found that they were more prepared to accept 
their sons’ marriage with a non-moslem foreign bride (Table 8 .10).
Only 27.3$ of migrant workers said that they were opposed to such 
a marriage. A slightly higher proportion of male workers reacted 
negatively to the suggestion (2 7.7$) compared with only 23$ of 
female workers.
23$ of migrant workers said that they accepted the idea of 
their sons marriage with foreign-non-moslem women without any 
conditions. This figure induced a higher proportion of female 
workers (38.5$)? compared with only 19.7$ of male workers. This 
difference may arise from the fact that during the migrant workers 
working period abroad, female workers had more chance of communicating 
with foreign women than their male counterparts.
TABLE 8.10. THE ATTITUDE OF MIGRANT WORKERS TOWARDS THE POSSIBLE 
MARRIAGE OF THEIR SONS WITH FOREIGN WOMEN.
Total Urban Rural
Total
$
Male
$
Female
$
Male Female
$ $
Male Female
% 1°
Do not want their 
sons married to 
foreigners
27.3 27.7 23.0 19.4 11.1 3 6 .8 50 .0
Do not mind if sons 
married foreigners 23.5 19.7 38.5 27.4 55.6 15 .8
If bride changes her 
religion, accepted 49.2 50.4 38.5 53.2 33.3 47.4 50.0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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About half the returned migrant workers said that they were 
not opposed to the marriage of their sons with foreign, non-moslem 
women, if she became moslem after marriage. According to Turkish 
tradition, society tolerates the marriage of males to foreign 
bridges as a way of converting a non-moslem to Turkish moslem 
society "bir musluman daha kazanmak". This kind of marriage is 
also traditionally supported by the islamic religion within Turkey.
There were differences between the urban and rural sample of 
male migrant workers. The former were more likely to tolerate 
their sons’ marriage with a non-moslem foreign women, in that only 
19.4% said they were opposed to such a marriage, compared with 
3 6.8$ of the rural sample. Also 27.4$ of the urban male sample 
answered positively to the question "would you accept the marriage 
of your sons without any conditions?" as opposed to only 15.8$ of 
the rural- sample.
Although the effect of migration abroad on the migrants’ tolerance 
of their sons (and in a few cases, daughters) marriage to non- 
moslem foreigners, can only be surmised, it seems unlikely that 
migration into Europe would not affect the attitude of migrant 
workers on this topic and in particular those migrants with a 
rural background.
In fact, most .migrant workers on their arrival in the host 
country, declared that they had been shocked at male and female 
attitudes towards friendship between sexes. After a time, however, 
they said they learned to accept the foreign way of life.
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THE TENDENCY TO SEND CHILDREN ABROAD
According to Table 8 . H } 1 3.7% of the total number of the 
returned migrant workers said that they did not want to send their 
children abroad, either to work or to study. Of these a higher 
proportion came from the rural sample (18%), compared with only 
about 10% of the urban sample. There were no differences between 
the rural or the urban sample as to the reasons which they gave.
The main consideration was ’’the difficulty of working or studying 
abroad for foreign populations". Other reasons given by the 
returnees were "social and religious differences abroad","the 
different education system"and "the different way of life".
TABLE 8.11. ATTITUDES OF MIGRANT WORKERS TO SENDING THEIR CHILDREN
ABROAD TO WORK OR STUDY
Tota 1 Urban Rural
No. 1o No. No. titP
Do not want to send 
their sons or 
daughters abroad 18 13.7 7 9.8 11 18.0
Send their children
For study 64 48.5 42 59.2 22 36.1
For work 13 9.8 7 9.8 6 9.8
Send only male children
For study 21 15.9 9 12.7 12 19.7
For work 16 12.1 6 8.5 10 16.4
Total 132 100 71 100 61 100
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28$ of the returned migrant workers (a higher proportion of 
which, (3 6 .1 $) were from the rural sample, compared with 21.2$ 
from the urban sample) said that they wanted to send their sons 
abroad, but they wanted their daughters to remain at home with the 
family. This may be accounted for in terms of the traditionally 
different approach to the education and work of male and female 
children in Turkey. Particularly in rural areas, the girls remain 
with their parents until marriage, and upon marrying, women 
normally join the husband's family. After primary school, girls 
are prepared for marriage and the life of a housewife. Traditionally 
a family strongly desires to have sons. After childhood the father 
takes care to see that his sons learn to till the land or in towns 
learn the family trade or some other skill and that suitable girls 
are found for them. It is expected that as the father grows old, 
the welfare of the family can be entrusted to the sons. However, 
today these traditional attitudes are in the process of changing. 
Indeed, almost from childhood, sons are given a very privileged 
status. They are prepared for economic life by being given 
favourable treatment in their education and work opportunities. 
Migrant workers said that they were opposed to sending daughters 
away, saying that ,fthe girls are guests at home until they are 
married", "a girl's place is at home, not outside", "a girl's 
place is where her mother is". A higher proportion of both urban 
and rural workers mentioned that they wanted to send their sons 
abroad for the purposes of study (12.7$ and 19.7$) compared with 
only 8 .5$ and 19*7$ for the purposes of work.
58.3$ of the total number of returned workers (69$ from the 
urban sample and about 46$ from the rural sample) said that they
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wanted to send their children (male and female) abroad. Of these, 
however, a considerable number (59.2$) of the urban and (3 6.1$) of 
the rural sample, said they sent their children abroad for the 
purposes of study, compared with only 9.8$ of both urban and rural 
samples for the purposes of work.
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CHAPTER 9 
INVESTMENT IN REAL ESTATE
There is relatively little empirical data concerning the 
investments of Turkish migrant workers in real estate. Some 
studies show that this sector is given priority in the investment 
preferences of Turkish workers. Their desire to invest in such 
fields as manufacturing industry or in commercial activities 
comes lower in their list of priorities.
As previously mentioned, a great majority of the returned 
migrants in the sample had sent their savings earned abroad home. 
After family maintenance, the next favoured use of savings was to 
invest in housing concerns. A number of workers after taking their 
families abroad had still sent money home for investment in real 
estate. It was found that 95 out of 132 persons or 72$ of the total 
migrant workers said that before returning home permanently, they 
had bought flats or had a new house built in Turkey with money 
earned abroad.
'Ihsan Cetin. "Migrant workers, wages and labour markets,” U.S.A.I.D. 
Discussion paper, No. 18, Ankara 197^, p.13. "The various surveys 
carried out in Turkey and Federal Germany confirm the observation 
that the great bulk of workers’ remittances are mainly used to 
buy flats (condominiuon) land and other real estate properties 
that do not carry any risk.
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Data on investments of the migrant workers in real estate, 
indicates that 115 out of 152 persons or 87.1$ had invested their 
savings earned abroad in housing concerns either while they were 
away or on their return. Their savings were, however, not only 
employed to purchase private housing, since investment in real 
estate is extremely profitable, and a dependable area for investment. 
Such investment is partly a way of protecting savings from the 
high inflation rate of the Turkish lira, but is also a reliable 
source of future income.
Only 17 out of 132 interviewees, or 12.9$ of the whole sample 
said that’.they .had not invested in real estate. A higher proportion 
of these were (bachelors/spinsters) unmarried and almost all of 
them had remained abroad for a relatively short period of time 
compared, with those who had invested in real estate. In fact, an 
unmarried, workerk income abroad is lower than that of a married one 
due to lack of family allowances, and higher taxation. It was found, 
moreover, that their expenditure abroad was higher than that of 
married migrants. Thus, it should not be assumed that these 
individuals were not interested in investing in housing, but rather 
that they were unable to accumulate sufficient savings £cr such 
projects.
INVESTMENT IN HOUSING CONCERNS.
According to interview results 33.3$ of the migrant workers 
had their own dwelling (house or flat) before departure. Of these, 
a far higher proportion came from the rural areas, being 59$ os 
opposed to 11.3$ of the urban sample.
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On their return home, 87.1$ of the total migrant workers had 
bought or built their own flats or houses with their savings earned 
abroad. The percentage of the urban sample who had done so was 
83.1$ and the percentage of the rural sample was 91.8$. It can 
be surmised that the difference between the two groups was linked 
to amounts of savings accumulated abroad. Here it has to be mentioned 
that most of the rural workers in the sample received some income 
from their families’ agricultural activities in their villages.
Thus these families had not relied solely on the remittances 
sent to them by the migrant while abroad. The families of urban 
migrants on the other hand were largely maintained by the remittances 
sent from abroad.
14.8$ of migrants from rural areas said thaittthey had at first 
intended to have a house built on their family land in their village 
or to spend money on repairs and modernisation of their family home. 
However, nearly all of them had bought a flat or had constructed 
a house in the city of Kayseri.
In fact, most migrant workers who went abroad from outside the 
city of Kayseri, particularly those from villages, had bought flats 
or had had houses built in the city. They gave reasons for this, such 
as; firstly the job opportunities in the city of Kayseri allowed 
them to buy a house and settle down there. Migrant workers speaking 
about buying houses in the city; "If you have a house in the city 
it is easy to leave your village and rely on your income earned 
in the city”, "having a house in the city enables one to find a job 
there, perhaps not at once but certainly one day", "having a roof 
(lodging) in the city gives you a shelter in the city from which to 
look for a job."
Secondly migrants mentioned that "The problem of their 
children’s education" was the reason for buying a flat or having 
a house built in the city of Kayseri. It was not uncommon for 
migrant workers to move their families into the city after having 
bought a house there in order that the childlren could be educated 
while they were still abroad.
Thirdly, some migrant workers wanted to settle down in the 
city of Kayseri on their return home, rather than in their village 
from where they came, because of the better living conditions there. 
It might be argued that the experience of living in the cities 
abroad encouraged them to move to city centres, instead of returning 
to their native villages.
A fourth reason was given as "having some close relatives 
living in’ the city of Kayseri who helped them to invest their 
savings in real estate while abroad or on their return home.
It is important to note that a higher proportion of migrant 
workers who came from the city of Kayseri invested their savings 
earned abroad in real estate in the city while they were abroad 
than those who came from rural areas. Workers from rural areas 
were in fact more likely to buy dwellings in the city once they 
had returned to Turkey.
MEETING HOUSING NEEDS
In the city of Kayseri, migrant workers found that they had 
four alternative ways of satisfying their housing needs.
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Firstly migrant workers could acquire a dwelling unit by 
using the housing credits the government provides. The law
of 1964 had stated that only migrantss who had decided to return 
home permanently could participate in this scheme. The pre­
condition was abolished at the beginning of 1974 and specified 
facilities are also kept open for workers who continue to work 
abroad. -The workers or their wives benefiting from these credits 
are not entitled to own a house or flats elsewhere in Turkey.
As a general rule, housing credits are given to those workers 
who have already opened a housing account with the Turkish Real 
Estate Bank and have deposited in it at least 40$ of the total cost 
of the property in the form of foreign exchange. These credits 
can only be used for "social housing". According to the Turkish 
standards, social dwellings are those with living space of less 
than 100 square metres. Housing credits have to be paid back within 
15 years at an interest rate of 9$.
Of those interviewed, only two migrants said that they had 
bought a flat through these channels and both of these came from 
the urban sample. It should be pointed out, that the number of 
workers applying to the Kayseri branch of the Turkish Real Estate 
Bank to open a housing savings account, is in general quite small.
^^D.P.T. Kalkinma plani, U.cuncu bes yil (1972 - 1977)? p.6 7 6.
D.P.T. Kalkinma plani, Dorduncu bes yil (1979 - 1983)? p.474.
Both of these plans, in the section on housing, mentioned that 
the State has to direct the remittances of migrant workers toward 
meeting the demand of the workers abroad for social dwelling 
units of certain minimum acceptable standards, encouragement of 
large social housing projects, in certain areas of the city 
centres in Turkey.
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Another way that migrants solve their housing problem is that 
of setting up a housing co-operative or joining one which is already 
established. At the time of the field work (1979) there were in 
the city of Kayseri, about 19k housing co-operatives with approxim­
ately just over 16,000 members. Unfortunately it was impossible 
to calculate how many migrant workers were amongst these numbers.
These co-operatives receive support from the Turkish Social
Security Organisation in the form of housing credits.
As a matter of fact, a person who benefits from these credits 
as a member of a housing co-operative, has to be a wage earner and 
has to have paid .his social security premium for five years or
1.000 work days. However, in the case of migrant workers who 
have a one year contract abroad, this is reduced to 200 work days.
Each co-operative needs a membership of at least 30 persons in 
order to be officially recognised. Co-operatives first buy a- 
building plot, then having drawn up plans, they apply for housing 
credits. As a result of the rapid increase in the cost of 
construction and the dwindling purchasing power of Turkish currency, 'idle? 
amount/of housing'credits. has increased over the last ten years, from
60.000 in 1970 to 75,000 in 1973, 100,000 in 1975 and 2 0 0,0 0 0 T.L. iii.1978.
As with ;_these • applications, the housing credits can only be
used for social housing which for these purposes is defined as
2 2those dwellings with living space of less than 82 m and 100 m .
In the former case, credits must be repaid within 20 years at an 
interest rate of k fo . In the latter case, they must be paid back
within 15 years at an interest rate of 5fo»
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48 out of 115 interviewed migrant workers (41.2/&) who invested 
their savings earned abroad in housing concerns, did so through 
such co-operatives. A slightly higher proportion of these came 
from the urban sample.
Some migrant workers joined housing co-operatives during their 
holidays at home, generally on the recommendation of relatives 
or friends who were already members. Sometimes, migrant workers 
set up co-operatives among themselves abroad, and sent one or two 
of their friends who had already decided to return home permanently 
back to direct them. (Often these workers had come from the same 
village or town in Turkey.) The "Dutch style houses" in the city 
of Kayseri were built by such a co-operative. 120 migrant workers 
who were working in Holland, set up a housing co-operative, bought 
housing land, and had plans drawn up by a Dutch architect, (later 
on this plan was adapted to the land by a Turkish architect). Two 
of their number were given the job of running the co-operative in 
the city.
It is an interesting fact that from 1973 onwards, a great number 
of migrants because of their owm housing needs, became employed as 
managers of co-operatives on their return.
The third alternative taken up by migrant workers in the 
interview sample, was the pooling of resources with close relatives 
and other migrants to invest in housing. This was particularly 
common amongst the rural sample. It might be argued that this 
type of investment is encouraged by the traditional extended family 
in wdiich rural migrants lived before departure, since all the members
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of the extended family would then share the same block of flats 
in the city. The transition to the nuclear family is thus 
accomplished without breaking the traditional links with one’s 
close relatives.
9 out of 115 migrants interviewed had pooled resources in 
this way. Of these, eight came from the rural sample.
Fourthly, migrant workers simply bought property directly 
out of their savings earned abroad as a way of meeting their 
housing needs. Investments of this type were either made during 
holidays or with the assistance of relatives living in Kayseri 
or on permanent return to the city. Although most of these migrants 
bought building plots during their working period abroad and had 
houses built on them, some had bought flats or a house directly 
from the private housing sector. All the workers who met their 
housing demands through private channels bought luxury flats and 
apartments, (relative to the Turkish standards set down by the 
Ministry of Reconstruction and Resettlement).
56 out of 115 migrant workers, (48.7^) opted for this fourth 
alternative, a slightly higher proportion of which came from the 
rural sample.
There are in addition a few migrant workers who bought their 
first flats through co-operatives and then bought second or third 
flats through the private housing sector.
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INVESTMENT IN REAL ESTATE AS A MEANS OF FUTURE INCOME
It should be pointed out that a number of returned migrant 
workers investing in real estate, were not only meeting private 
housing needs but saw it as a means of future income.
The results of the interview indicated that (Table 9.1^ 
it is not uncommon for migrant workers to buy more than one flat 
or a number of building plots in the city area with their savings 
earned abroad. These workers said this was the most profitable 
and reliable area of investment for their savings.
TABLE 9.1. INVESTMENT BY MIGRANT WORKERS IN REAL ESTATE IN THE
CITY AREAS (EXCLUDING EXPENDITURE ON HOUSING IN VILLAGES)
Total Urban Rural
No. % No. $ No. <jo
Bought only one flat 79 68.7 44 74.6 35 62.5
Bought two flats 21 18.3 10 16.9 11 19.6 ■
Bought three flats 12 10.4 5 8.5 7 12.5
Bought four or more flats 3 2.6 - - 3 5.4
Total 115 100 59 100 56 100
Other Concerns
Bought also some building 
plots as part housing 
concern 51 68.9 24 68.6 27 6 9 .2
Bought other real estate 
properties like trade 
places 23 31.1 11 31.4 12 30.8
Total 74 100 35 100 39 100
115 out of 152 invested in real estate with their savings earned abroad.
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Just over two-thirds (68.7%) of the migrants who invested in 
private housing concerns said that they had bought or built only 
one flat or house in the city. A higher proportion of the urban 
sample (74.6%) answered in this way. Only 62.5% of the rural 
sample did so.
3 1.3% of the migrant workers who invested in private housing 
said that they had bought more than one flat or house. Of these, 
18.3% had bought two flats or houses, 10.4% three flats or houses, 
2 .6% at least four flats or houses.
It is interesting to note that while 37.5% of migrants from 
the rural sample invested in property in the city (19.6% two 
dwellings, 12.5% three dwellings and 5.4% at least four dwellings), 
only 2 5.2% of those from urban areas did so (16.9% two dwellings, 
8 .5% three dwellings).
Although investment was concentrated in the city of Kayseri, 
five migrant workers had also bought flats or houses in other 
cities as well. Two of them said they bought a flat in the city 
or the town where they were born and had lived before departure. 
Another three workers said that they had bought flats in other big 
cities, namely Istanbul and Ankara with the intention of renting 
them out while they lived in the city of Kayseri.
74 migrant workers, 5 6.1% of the total sample, said that they 
had invested their savings earned abroad in real estate, other than 
flats or houses. Just over two-thirds of these mentioned that they 
had bought building plots. Another third had bought other real
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estate properties such as trading premises. 6 3.9$ of rural workers 
fell into this category compared with 49.3^ of the urban sample.
Of rural migrants living in the city of Kayseri on their 
return only two said they rented out their houses in the villages.
A great number of those who still owned houses in their village 
either said that they were empty or occupied by relatives rent 
free. However, returned migrants who had bought more than one 
dwelling in the city of Kayseri or in other cities, said that they 
had rented out all those dwellings other than the one they lived 
in to supplement their income.
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CHAPTER 10
THE EDUCATION OF MIGRANT WORKERS ’ CHILDREN 
ABROAD AND ON RETURN
In the previous chapter, it was shown that some migrant 
workers gave as their reasons for going to Western Europe the 
hope of obtaining a further education and the prospect of gaining 
occupational qualifications^^. The majority of returned migrant 
workers have been disappointed. Even the number of migrant workers 
who obtained promotion after participation in vocational training 
or practising a new skill at work, was quite minimal.
In fact, the desire of Turkish migrants to go abroad can 
often be represented both as a search for more income and savings 
(achieved by minimizing the family's living costs). This has 
produced in general widespread fragmentation of the family. Turkish 
migrants at the beginning of their stay abroad tended to leave 
dependants behind, but after deciding to remain in the host country 
longer than had first been expected, there was an increased propensity 
to bring their families to be with them in host societies.
Migrant workers' children can firstly be categorised into two 
groups, according to the childrens' educational problems from the 
socio-psychological point of view: (a) migrant workers' children
^^As has been mentioned in the previous chapter, it is deliberate 
policy on the part of the Turkish Government to send surplus 
manpower abroad for industrial experience and qualifications to 
be used on their return for the development of industry.
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who stayed at home with one parent or with other family members, 
or with some' of their relatives while both their parents were abroad 
(b) Migrant workers’ children who had lived with their families 
or one parent abroad, and then returned home (in this chapter 
special attention is given to the latter).
Two major features began to emerge in host societies:
(a) due to the high fertility trend, each year, more Turkish 
children are born and represent a potential new population group 
to be educated (b) elder children between the ages of 6 - 16
who were at first left in Turkey, are also brought over to be 
enrolled and placed in the education system of the immigrant country. 
It has been observed by several authors that the placement of migrant 
children in the host country’s education system may not lead to their 
successful integration, due to problems such as differences in 
school programmes between the home and host society, and -obvious 
language difficulties. Also, migrant children are often adversely 
affected by social conditions such as parents’ educational-cultural 
background, and living conditions which may lack study facilities 
(mostly overcrowded housing conditions). The reintegration of 
migrant children into their home education system appears to be 
affected by their experience in host country schools.
In this chapter, the approach of migrant workers to the 
education of their children and migrant children’s placement in the 
schooling system abroad and at home are discussed. In particular,
^^The Turkish Ministry of Labour’s official report in 1979 mentioned 
numbers of just over 50,000 Turkish migrants wives as having given 
birth in Europe.
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migrant children’s integration into school, their school attendance, 
their knowledge of the host’s language, children’s attitude towards 
the host society, and their educational and cultural background 
are examined. The subjects are children who had been . abroad and 
then returned home rather than those who were at home while their 
parents were abroad.
For this chapter, data was not only collected from interviews
with returned migrants, but also obtained from the students of two
primary schools, two middle schools, and two lycees. This was a 
sample of 73 students who had stayed abroad with their parents or 
one parent for at least 10 months, and returned to the city of 
Kayseri. The average length of stay abroad was 3-4 years.
THE NUMBER OF TURKISH MIGRANTS’ CHILDREN ABROAD
Until the early 1970s, countrary to the prevailing tendency 
of Turkish .migrant workers to leave family members at home, Turkish 
workers began to 'prolong their stay in migrant worker receiving 
countries. This was probably as a result of shrinking job 
opportunities at home, and a strict ban in the recruitment of 
migrant workers after the 1973 energy crisis in Europe. This 
affected many migrant workers’ reunion with their families abroad. 
According to the Turkish Ministry of Labour in 197^ , the number 
of Turkish migrants’ children abroad was 205,371* Parallel to 
these estimates, the Turkish Ministry of Education gave in 
June 1974, a total figure of 175,000 for the Federal Republic of 
Germany. According to these statistics the Netherlands came second 
in terms of the number of children of Turkish migrants with 10,619, 
Belgium ranks third with 6,540, Switzerland is the host for 5,715.
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and Sweden for 2,043 Turkish children under the age of 18 years.
There has, however, been a sharp increase in the last five years in 
the number of Turkish migrant workers’ children abroad. The Turkish 
Ministry of Education gave in 1979 a total figure of 549,229 children 
abroad (Table ^.1 ) 4 The highest number of Turkish migrants’ children 
live in West Germany which accounts for just over three quarters of the 
Turkish migrant children abroad. Of these, 42.5$ were under the age of 
6; 24.6$ between the age of 5 - 9, 22.2$ between the age of 10 - 14, 
and 10.7$ aged 15 to 18. According to these statistics, Belgium came 
second in terms of Turkish child population with 30,229 and about one- 
third are under the age of 4. The Netherlands ranked third with 
30,199, about one-third being under the age of 6. France was the 
fourth host country with 23,650, again about one-third being under 
the age of 6. Austria was 13,500, Switzerland 11,028, Denmark 8,000, 
Sweden 7,499 and Australia hosted 2,500 Turkish children.
As is generally accepted, migrant workers receiving countries 
have little and unreliable information on the "social” aspects" of 
migration. This is particularly so where the knowledge of 
migrants' children is concerned. (This fact was generally agreed 
upon at a seminar on "The problems of migrant workers’ children 
abroad" - held in Ankara 1979, which was attended by representatives 
of major Turkish worker receiving countries).
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Table 1.0.. 1 TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS’ CHILDREN ABROAD ACCORDING TO
THEIR AGE GROUP AND THEIR HOST COUNTRY.
'The name of 
the country
The; children’s age group
0 - 4 5 - 9 10 - 14 15-18 Total
Germany (x) 178,700 103,400 93,500 44,800 420,400
France 8,000 4,000 7,000 4,650 23,650
Austria 3,000 4,000 3,000 1,500 13,500
Switzerland 3,710 2,895 2,062 2,361 11,028
Denmark (xx) 2,100 - 2,900 - 8,000
Belgium 10,478 8,782 6,298 4,720 30,278
Holland (xxx) 10,537 - - 19,662 30,199
Sweden (xxxx) 3,263 ' - : 3,008 1,228 7,499
England 150 200 175 300 825
Libya - 50 150 150 350
Australia 800 700 600 400 2,500
Others 1,500 1,000 800 700 1,200
Total 234,238 128,027 120,493 80,471 549,229
(x) The number of 178,700 includes the age group of 0 - 6.
(xx) The number of 2,100 includes the age group of 0 - 9  and 2 ,900
includes 10 - 19.
(xxx) In Holland the age group includes only the group of 0 - 6 and 
7 - 21.
(xxxx) The number 3,263 includes 0 - 9  age group.
Source: Cumhuriyet Dergi, Ankara, 1979? s.12.
MIGRANTS’ CHILDREN SOCIAL SITUATION ACCORDING TO THEIR AGES AND 
RELATIONS WITH THE PARENTS ABROAD
From the point of view of educational necessities, migrants’ 
children can be categorised into four main groups according to their 
position vithin the family structure and age level while abroad.
The Family Structure of Migrants’ Children:
Group a) Migrants’ children who were left behind and later brought
abroad by their father, with the mother or with other
family members or alone.
Group b) Migrants’ children who migrated abroad with their families.
Group c) Migrants' children who were born abroad while their parents
were there.
Group d) Migrants' children who joined their parents after completing 
their compulsory education at home, and who were willing 
to work abroad.
According to the Age Groups of Migrants' Children:
Group a) 0 - 6  years (have had no previous schooling at home)
Group b) 6 - 1 2  years (some of these before departure abroad have 
been at school for some years in Turkey).
Group c) 12 - 16 years (migrants' children who completed their
compulsory education in Turkey before departure. However, 
in Western European countries compulsory education 
continues up to 16 years of age. Thus group c children 
have to continue education after their arrival in the 
host country. In fact, normally compulsory education in 
Turkey can be completed at 12 years).
Group d) Migrants' children who attended school in Turkey until the 
age of 16 years, and then joined their parents abroad.
It is a widespread view among educationalists that migrants' 
children who are very young during migration, and those who 
were born in the host country, tend to benefit more 
from the educational system of the host country than children
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(12)who arrive m  the host country at a later age. ’ 7 In the
host country^ the integration of migrant workers’ children in
young age groups into school and their academic successes are
remarkable. An example mentioned by "Bedrough" is that migrants’
children who were born in France, had more chance of being successful
in French schools, than the migrants’ children who arrived in
(3)France after the age of seven.v 7
SCHOOL ATTENDANCE OF TURKISH MIGRANTS' CHILDREN ABROAD
According to all labour receiving countries' legislation in 
Europe, immigrant children should have the same opportunities as 
indigenous children for obtaining education and further education. 
None of the countries ban migrant workers' children from their 
educational institutions, and all migrant worker receiving countries 
apply the law of compulsory education to immigrant children 
under the same rules as for indigenous children. However, the 
implementation of these universally valid principles has not been 
at all easy. Although the Constitution of the Federal Republic of 
Germany (F.R.G.) requires all children, irrespective of their 
nationality to attend school up till the age of 16, the lack of
 ^ U^. Newmann, "Turkisci Cocuklari Egitim Sorunlam, (Turkish 
migrants' children educational problems), a presented paper, 
E.F.A.M. Seminar, Ankara,, 1979. "gave some various experimental 
results, carried out among migrants' children in F.R.G."
(2 )Ibid., Gulseren Gunce., "Bati Berlindehi Turk cocuklerinm 
egitimine kisa bir balus". A case study among Turkish migrants' 
children in West Berlin", a presented paper, E.F.A.M. Seminar, 
Ankara 1979.
^^F. Bedrough et al., Le Passage; Socialization des Enfants
des Migrants E.R.E.N. (Service Sociale D'aide aux migrants) Paris, 
1970., in Nermin Abadan, "Turkish migrants' children socio- 
psychologica1 and Educational Problems" a presented paper,
E.F.A.M. Seminar, Ankara, 1979, p.22.
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efficient control by local authorities and the apathy of Turkish 
parents have resulted in rather low school attendance. In 
particular, Turkish migrant workers with a low educational background, 
from village origins have a different attitude towards the education 
of girls. They are expected to get married at the earliest possible 
date and until such time many girls are kept at home as baby sitters 
or helpers for the mother.
According to the Turkish Ministry of Education statistics in 
1977, the number of Turkish migrants' children between the ages of 
7 - 15 in West Germany, who were supposed to attend nine years 
compulsory education (was 150,000). Of these, it was found that 
only 139j000 were attending schools. The rest, 11,000 Turkish 
migrant children were not participating in the compulsory education 
of F.R.G.
According to the same statistics, it seems that as the migrants' 
children's age groups increased, their attendance at schools in West 
Germany declined. In the age groups of vocational training (aged 
between 16 - 18 years) Turkish migrant children numbered 42,000; 
however, only 18,000 of these were found to be attending vocational 
training courses (apprenticeships) in West Germany.
'According to the law of F.R.G. foreign population registration 
under the age of 16 is not compulsory; some migrant workers' 
children are not legally in the country for one reason or another, 
(mainly problems arise in the size and quality of their lodgings 
which may not meet the obligatory requirement demanded by the 
Administration. Some Turkish migrants are scared to register 
their children at school because of the fear of deportation home).
2/U
An increasing number of migrant workers' children in foreign 
manpower-receiving countries in Northern Europe, encountered some 
problems particularly in the existing education system of the host 
country. In fact, at the beginning of the workers' migration 
movement, neither the authorities of labour importing or exporting 
countries had taken into consideration potential social problems of 
migrant workers' children in the host society. Instead attention 
was focused merely on filling the labour gap necessary for industrial 
expansion from the host's point of view^^ and on the part of labour 
exporting countries, meeting foreign currency deficiencies and the 
relief of unemployment pressures through encouragement of labour 
migration.
The Council of Europe drew attention to the situation of migrants'
childrens' education in the early 1970s. Almost all international
and national institutions concerned with educational problems of
(3)migrant children insist on .these fundamental principles, .
Provision for all children of migrant workers of the same schooling 
or vocational training as for the children of the host country. 
Supplementation of this programme with extra teaching at the 
time of their arrival designed to facilitate the migrants' 
integration into the normal school system.
Eligibility for scholarships and financial assistance.
^^The German poet, Max Frish, "we called for manpower, but human 
beings came".
(2)' yAll the first bilateral agreements signed between Turkey and labour 
importing countries covered mainly economic aspects of a migrant 
worker's working life abroad.
(3>S. Bilmen, Education of migrant workers' children, . _
Council of Europe, .Straasbourg, 1971.
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Additional training in the culture and way of life of the 
migrants’ countries of origin, .so that the cultural values 
of the migrants can be kept alive during schooling and their 
• mother tongue can be taught.
Since the early 1970s, the major policy of Turkey as a labour exporting 
nouiLtry._ has been to equip the new generation abroad with the 
language and culture of the home country, and to provide equal access 
to all educational institutions. Since the late 1966s, a number of 
Turkish teachers, directly appointed in Ankara by the Ministry of Education 
"have "been* s®ntr , to the F.R.G., France, Belgium and Holland and 
administered supplementary Turkish courses in history, geography and 
Turkish literature. The officially appointed Turkish teachers, whose 
salaries come from Turkey, are responsible for conducting additional, 
voluntary, Turkish "cultural" classes. However, it is declared by 
the Ministry of Education that many children abroad are unable to 
attend them, because of great distances and complicated transportation 
problems, and < the cost of extra expenditure for migrant families 
rather than lack of interest.
As far as host countries are concerned, in the Republic of 
Federal Germany even the educational system is not centralised but 
is the responsibility of the "lander". In practice there are 
differences from* one province to another. In Holland, Belgium and 
Austria, special classes have been introduced, ("Supplementary class") 
for the children of migrant workers, because these children suffer 
academically and fall behind due to the insufficient integration into 
the host country’s educational system. Theoretically, the .introduction 
of "supplementary" classes, as recommended by the Council of Europe,
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was intended to facilitate special classes in the educational 
integration of the migrants' children. "Integration" is understood 
by the Council of Europe, as being "the familiarization of a foreigner 
with the environment he temporarily belongs to, well enough to 
appreciate its scale of values, to identify himself with the 
economic, social and cultural features of that particular 
environment conserving at the same time his national characteristics 
and values".
However, in practice the special classes for migrants' children
which were in operation in some European immigration countries show
different approaches to the education of migrant children and receive
((■2 )different results from one country to another. ' 7
The special classes proposed by the Council of Europe are defined:
"A special class is one of the main educational measures put into
operation by the immigration countries to facilitate the educational
integration of the migrant workers' children of school age. Measures
taken to realise this aim are teaching these children the language
of the host country intensively before their enrolment in normal
classes, relevant to their age and academic background, and giving
them the chance of success in their education by instructing them
partly in their own language, in some of the subjects which were
(3)originally taught in normal classes". 7
(!) . .Sitki Bilmen., "Special Classes Proposed by the Council of Europe 
for migrant children", Migration News, Vol. 5} 1972, p.18
(2)v 7E.F.A.M. A Seminar on Migrant Workers' Children's Educational 
Problems in Labour Receiving Countries , E.F.A.M.. 27-28th June 
1979, Ankara.
(3) ■ .v 7S. Bilmen, Education of Migrant Workers' Children, Council of 
Europe, Strasburg, 1971.
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In Germany, Holland, Belgium and more recently in Austria, 
special classes were set up for Turkish migrants’ children. Some 
Turkish teachers who had taken on manual work in these countries 
were employed by the Local Authorities to teach in so-called 
"transitional” classes or supplementary classes. Their duty is to 
help Turkish children to adjust to class level^  the children who have 
a poor linguistic knowledge of the host country. In fact, particularly 
in West Germany, this system of transitional classes is not only 
criticised on an academic level, but also it ihas b.ecome very 
popular t’o.icrlrtic-ise it. in the Turkish media. According to the 
rules, an average migrant child should stay in these classes for one -to 
two years; however, very often this period may last for as long as 
four to five years, and some Turkish pupils complete their compulsory 
education years in these classes, without taking any certificate.
In all Turkish migrant worker receiving countries in Western 
Europe, a frictionless adjustment of Turkish migrants’ children 
within the national school system, a smooth transition of these 
children towards technical vocations and the combination of a 
relatively small continuent in higher education is expected, despite 
differences in backgrounds and culture.
TURKISH MIGRANT CHILDREN IN GERMAN SCHOOLS
In West Germany, where over three quarters of Turkish migrants’ 
children abroad live, the educational system is not centralised. In 
general, however, compulsory school attendance for children includes
“^Turkish newspapers: Tercuman 27th June, 1978, p.2.
Demokrat l?th May, 1980, p.8.
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the age group of 6 - 18 years. The basic schooling (Primary Education) 
is four years of "Grundschule". In the cities of Berlin, Bremen and 
Hamburg, attendance at Grundschule lasts six years. The students 
are divided into three grades of school after completing primary 
school "Grundschule".
1. Hauptschule; Basic compulsory education.
2. Realschule; Vocational training school.
3. Gymnasium; Grammer school (preparing the children for an
academic education),
"Hauptschule", (equivalent to the old Secondary Modern school in 
Britain). These schools are a continuation of grundschule; they do 
not prepare the students for further education but prepare them for
blue collar jobs. Schooling lasts* for five years. Generally students
after graduation from the hauptschule take short term vocational 
training courses^"apprenticeships" for future employment. "Realschule" 
is understood as a first step towards vocational training education.
The school prepares their students for the higher vocational training 
education. The duration of schooling is six years. "Gymnasium" 
gives the student an academic education by preparing them for higher 
education, mainly university education, or concluding education with 
a certificate of the "Arbitur", necessary to enter university.
The latest figures for Turkish migrant childrens’ attendance in 
West German Education Institutes, .indicated-that, 'in L9.79, '
only .3.9$ of the total number of Turkish children after grundschule 
education enter realschule, 6.9$ gymnasium and 1.5$ higher education 
and nearly 90$ of them continue their compulsory education in 
hauptschule. The most striking feature to be pointed out was that
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60$ of the Turkish migrant children in Hauptschule, dropped out of 
school without receiving any certificates, while only 40$ of these 
completed their schooling. Without taking the Hauptschule graduate 
certificate, students are, according to German law, not allowed to 
enter the vocational training courses. Most of these, then, are 
debarred from earning any skills through the "apprenticeship 
education".
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE GERMAN EDUCATION SYSTEM DEALING WITH 
MIGRANT WORKERS’ CHILDRENS’ EDUCATION
The West German Educational Authorities took special steps to 
deal with migrant workers' childrens' educational problems with 
the increase in the number of migrants in the country. When the 
number of migrants' children reached 35,135 in German schools, in 
1964, the German Authorities in some "lander", took the first steps 
to diffuse the immigrant children among the German children. This 
strategy leads to integration as well as segregation.^^
Supplementary classes for foreign children who could not follow 
the school programme in the German language were established to 
teach them their mother tongue under the control of the German 
Authorities.
In the early 1970s in Germany, the number of migrant workers 
was 2,239,000 and their children in German schools was 165,000.
It is understood that migrant workers who were in Germany did not 
return to their home country for short periods, as was expected. The
Nermin Abadan, "Turkish migrants4 Children Socio-Psychological 
and Educational Problems," a presented paper, E.F.A.M. Seminar, 
Ankara. - 1979*
276
"lander" Educational Ministers’ Standing Conference (Kulturminister— 
konferenz) has formulated recommendations concerning the schooling 
of foreign children along ten basic lines.
At German schools, foreign students who have not had any problems 
with the German language can easily follow the German programme 
at school and be accepted into the normal classes according to
their age and knowledge level.
At German schools, foreign student numbers in the class can not
under any circumstances exceed one-fifth of the total intake.
This limit may only be exceeded if the foreign students can 
easily follow the programme without any language difficulties.
The "lander" education authorities have to set up "Preparation" 
classes, classes where instruction can be given in the mother 
tongue and German, intensive language courses, and reinforcement 
courses for migrant workers' children who have serious language 
difficulties to enable them to follow the school programme in 
German. At school some subjects do not need much language 
ability; in these cases foreign students may be instructed in 
the same classrooms as German students.
Preparation classes have to be set up where the foreign student 
numbers have reached 15. Where the number is 24, the classroom must 
be divided in two.
In April 1976, the Lander Educatinnal Ministers' Standing 
Conference, formulated some new recommendations concerning the 
schooling of migrant children. However, it could be observed that 
these recommendations were not completely new, but they gave more 
details about the schooling of migrant children. The schooling 
of foreign students was to follow a dual strategy of integration 
as well as segregation. This means that the aim for migrant 
children in the school system was to simultaneously affect
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their assimilation into school and the solution of their linguistic 
problems. The children were instructed in their own mother language, 
culture and history to encourage identification with their native roots.
At present in West Germany, each province (Lander) and independent 
city has got a different educational approach to the foreign workers’ 
children, in their schooling systems; these systems however can be 
divided into two main types: the model of Bavaria and the West
Berlin model. In these two models, there are contradictory goals, 
but in some other ways they are similar. The model of Bavaria is 
based on the aim of giving a chance to the parents of migrant children 
of attending the schools where mother tongue instruction takes place 
or the German schools in which they have "preparation” classes.
"Mahler" is accepted as the main architect of this schooling
system in which children are to be instructed in basic (primary)
education only in their native language ("tongue of thought").
The children are instructed in the basic subjects in their mother tongue
and learn the German language as a first foreign language. They can then
be transferred into the normal German classes at school. This model does
not accept that the foreign student should be integrated into the German
school system and German society, but rather assumes that the children
. . (2)of migrant workers will be returning to their country of origin soon.'
This schooling system is on the periphery of the German schooling system, 
and Turkish migrants' children are hardly able to enter further education, 
after completing their education in such schooling.
'^'Abadan Unat., Turkish Migrants’ Children Socio-Psychological and
Educational Problems, a presented paper in E.F.A.M. Seminar, Ankara 1979.
(^Ibid., "discussion took place in the same papers".
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By contrast, the Berlin modei is an education system in which 
integration'is the main goal, instead of segregation. This model 
may be called the "social integration" model, as it does not accept 
the principle of free choice for parents, hut attempts to integrate 
foreign children fully into German society. Under this model, if 
Turkish migrants’ children are not eligible to follow the normal 
school programme in the German language, they are taken into 
"preparation" classes. After they have learned enough of the German 
language to be able to follow the normal school programme, they are., 
transferred into the normal German classes, according to their age 
and level of knowledge. If the childrens’ command of German is sufficient, 
they may join regular classes in German schools.
The basic educational philosophy of. this model is an assimilation
into the culture of the host country. However, the most important
barrier to the attainment of this main aim, is the heavy population
of Turkish migrants in West Berlin; after some Turkish migrant
children learned the German language in the preparation classes they
were not transferred into normal classes in which school programmes
were instructed in the German language, due to rules limiting the
number of foreign students to 20$ of the German classrooms. In
German 1976/77 the total number of Turkish migrant children waiting
to transfer into the normal German classes, was 13,064 and of these,
only 4,510 (34.5$) were transferred.^^ Recently inWest Berlin, some
(2)
classes were set up instructing only foreign students in German. 7
^'The statistic is given by the Turkish Ministry of Education.
^The data is based on the Turkish Ministry of Education’s official 
report.
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It seems that foreign students were discriminated against in the 
German school system rather than assimilated into the normal schooling 
system and German society.
According to Rasch (in Abadan 1979), 60$ of the foreign studentss 
do not complete their compulsory education, but this number is higher 
in vocational training education, being about 70$.^^
In general, Turkish migrant workers’ children in Western Europe, 
particularly the three-quarters who live in West Germany, have not 
only had difficulties at host country schools, arising from their 
social economic, pyschological and cultural adaptation problems, but 
also the main barrier for their integration is the existing different 
schooling system in itself. Turkish migrants’ children seem neither 
to have benefitted from schooling systems in the host country nor 
have attempts to integrate them to the host country schooling 
succeeded. Moreover, migrants’ children often fail to keep their 
cultural identification with the home country. Not only in Germany, 
but also in other immigration countries, the attendance of Turkish 
migrants’ children at Turkish classes (in which Turkish literature, 
history and geography is instructed) is not compulsory, and the choice 
of whether to send them to these extra classes is left to the 
children's parents. The attendance level at these Turkish classes 
is found ly the Turkish Ministry of Education to be lower than 
their expectations.
G.E. Volker, "Labour Migration: Aid to the West German Economy" _in 
R.E. Krane, (Ed) Manpower. Mobility Across Cultural Boundaries,
The case of Turkey and West Germany. E.J. Brill, 1975, p.59 
"In West Berlin, in 1973, 2,467 children transferred from primary 
to secondary school of whom only 46 were foreigners. In contrast, 
the proportion of foreigners in the population of West Berlin 
stands at 7.5$.
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SCHOOLING PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED BY MIGRANT WORKERS’ CHILDREN ABROAD.
Schooling problems of migrant workers' children apart from those 
generated by the existing system of education in the host country, 
arise out of the socio-psychologica1 position of the children and 
the whole migrant’s family while they are abroad. By interviewing 
returned migrant workers and the returned children of such workers 
in the schools of Kayseri (and through the author’s experience of 
living in the Dutch town of Almelo with a migrant family), such 
problems were also examined from the point of view of the individual.
Parents: The attitude of migrant workers to the school system
is largely determined by the conditions and traditions of the home 
country. Efforts by the host country's institutions to pass on 
information to migrant workers and their families in order to help 
them understand the pattern of life in the host country or their 
institutions of education, fail because the information is either 
not understood or not accepted, not only because of superficial 
language difficulties but, more importantly, because of a deep-seated 
discrepancy in the culturally-based communication expectations of the 
"minority culture" of the migrant workers and the "official culture" 
of the host country. It seems that Turkish migrant workers are likely 
to live in their own migrant community, in which, information passes 
through one migrant to others, and in their closed community they are 
not willing to be openly affected by the society of their host country. 
Thus they might not be aware of any new situation and so are unable to 
advise their children of new developments.
Some migrant workers are most likely from rural backgrounds, and 
only encourage the school attendance of their male children; daughters
tend to be kept at home by their parents. Negative value judgements 
regarding the permissive" co-educational system in Europe not only 
leads to non-enrolment, but also many girls are forced by their parents 
to leave school prematurely, in order that they may prepare for 
marriage, often as early as 14 - 18 years old. It sometimes happens 
in migrant families resident abroad* that working couples with pre­
school age children ask older siblings to care for younger ones 
despite the illegality of keeping school-age daughters away from 
school. Nevertheless, it is not uncommon, in spite of an absolute 
prohibition on juvenile employment, for parents to try to obtain 
illegal jobs for the less bright boys of the family with regard to 
two important factors; firstly the increase of family income and 
secondly to allow them to learn a skill during employment.
Migrant workers' children aged 0 - 6  years do not tend to be 
sent to kindergarten (pre-school education). This would be an 
extra-expenditure on a migrant's low budget, but more importantly 
there is a lack of interest, and an inability of the parents to 
appreciate the value of pre-school education, as well as fear of 
religious indoctrination of their children at an early age. The 
idea that they may lose their cultural identity and religious beliefs 
is likewise common.
Migrant workers came from poor educational backgrounds, thus
they can not help their children with their homework, or answer their
educational problems. Moreover, most migrant workers hardly consult
with the school authorities or teachers over helping their children's
schooling problems. Most of them are even scared to go to the
schools' annual meetings to meet the children's teachers, because
^^According to the Turkish Ministry of Education in 1979) i*1 "the 
Federal Republic of Germany, about 95^ of Turkish migrant children 
aged between 0 - 6 do not attend pre-school education.
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of lack of language ability and the fear of being unable to make 
contact with intellectuals.
Sometimes, migrant workers go back to Turkey for their holiday 
and take their children from school to accompany them, _
thus interrupting the child’s schooling.
Another important factor was found to be that some migrant 
workers, especially those from rural backgrounds, force - their 
children to attend religious education classes at weekends.
Religious instruction is given mostly by migrants with religious 
knowledge, but * they 0ften lack the educational grounding to teach a 
varied syllabus. Sometimes, the children who are instructed at 
religious Sunday schools using a learning-by-rote system, are 
confused by the difference between religious teaching and scientific 
teaching in secular host country schools, as well a-s ~by differences in 
teaching methods.
The housing situation is also a significant factor .in' the 
childrens’ education. Some migrant workers’ families live in 
inadequate and ^overcrowded houses,because of the eost of hjousdng in 
Western Europe which does not allow them to rent houses in good 
condition. Migrant children who live :in suck conditions, cannot do 
their homework. The housing difficulties among migrant workers also 
play an indirect role in non-registration of their children. Some 
migrants are disinclined to register their children because the size 
and quality of their housing does not meet official requirements.
Fear of the authorities discovering such living conditions deters 
them from sending their children to school-*:.
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Children: During school years, a major handicap for the success
of migrant workers’ children seems to stem from their inability to use 
the language of the host country. In particular, students who came 
to join their parents aften attending school at home for several years, 
found it difficult to follow school programmes at their age group 
level. Living in Turkish migrant populated areas, reduces their 
contact with native children, which would improve their language.
Migrant workers’ children, often from rural backgrounds, find 
themselves in a totally new environment as a result of migration 
into an industrial society and are faced with a completely different 
culture, with no pre-school education to prepare them for integration 
into the host society. They generally find it difficult to mix with 
the indigenous children who make them feel lonely or sometimes inferior. 
Thus the migrant children lose their interest in schooling, or are 
pushed together with children from the same ethnic background at 
school.
Migrant children while abroad may be confused by having to cope 
with two different cultural environments: that of home and that of
school. At school they are expected to adapt to the behavioural 
norms of the host society, despite the fact that their home environment 
may have completely contradictory expectations of behaviour.
'According to the source of the Turkish Ministry of Education 
in 1979j "Regarding this cultural clash, there is no co-ordinating 
institution set up to help these children in the existing system 
of the host country, except in Australia.
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Teachers: Neither Turkish teachers who were sent to Turkish
migrant worker-receiving countries, nor ex-teachers who were appointed
by the local departments of education in the host countries, are
linguistically and professionally prepared to cope with the additional
burden resulting from the setting up of preparatory classes or
Turkish classes conducted in a foreign environment. Furthermore, the
inadequate number of these teachers abroad can do little to solve
Turkish students1 educational problems, especially where the migrant
children live in areas with few Turkish inhabitants. Such students
receive no help either from these teachers or from the supplementary 
( ! )classes. '
RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS1 ATTITUDES TOWARDS THEIR CHILDREN1 S EDUCATION
Data on returned migrant workers1 attitudes towards their 
childrens education shows (Table 10.2) that a great majority of 
returned migrants declared that they wanted their children, particularly 
males, to go on to university or further education. It seems that 
returned migrant workers value education as a means of giving their 
children access to employment with a relatively high status. Rather 
than being like themselves, blue collar workers or farm labourers, 
they wish their children to obtain white collar and well paid jobs.
^^Ibid., "In 1979 in Germany, there were about 1,679 Turkish teachers 
(they were either directly appointed in Ankara by the Ministry of 
Education or recruited amongst those ex-teachers who were working 
as manual workers in Germany, administered by Local Departments of 
Education, for supplementary Turkish classes in history, geography 
and Turkish literature); in the mean time in Germany, there were
213,000 Turkish students aged between 6 - 1 8  years, which meant 
that there were about 126 Turkish students to each Turkish teacher.
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TABLE 10.2. ATTITUDES OF RETURNED MIGRANTS TOWARDS THE EDUCATION 
OF THEIR CHILDREN
Total Urban Sample Rural Sample
No
Male
. fo
Female 
No. $
Male 
No. %.
Female 
No. <jo
Male 
No. f
Female 
No. $
Primary school 2 1.5 21 15.9 - 8 11.3 2 3.3 13 21.3
Religious schools
State religious
school 2 1.5 3 2.3 1 1.4 1 1.4 1 1 .6 2 3.3
Koran courses - 2 1.5 - - - - 2 3.3
Middle schools -
vocational 4 3.0 32 24.3. 2 2.9 15 21 .1 2 3.3 17 27.9
Lycee education 8 6 .1 26 19.7 3 4.2 11 15.5 5 8 .2 15 24.6
University " 69 52.3 28 2 1 .2 37 52.1 22 3 1 .0 32 52.5 6 9.8
As far as child
wants to study 47 35.6 16 12.1 28 39.4 13 18.3 19 31.1 3 4.9
Girls do not need
any formal edu­
cation (except 4 3.0 - - 1 1.4 — — 3 4.9
religious courses)
Total 132 100.0 132 100.0 71 100.0 71 100.0 61 l(D.O 61 100.0
The number of migrant workers who wished their female children to 
receive a higher education was lower than that of those who had the same
aspirations for their male offspring, especially amongst the rural sample. 
When those who were opposed to allowing their daughters the benefits of 
higher education were asked if their female children wanted to continue 
in higher education, most of the interviewees did not give any positive 
answer, while some preferred not to respond at all.
In reality, at the time of the interview, only two of those migrant 
workers' children who were at university level age group, were studying 
at university, while the vast majority of workers' children (l6 ) 
dropped out of the education system
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before reaching university entrance level. (The parents of these 
two were living in the city of Kayseri before departure). However, 
of those children of returned migrant workers who were at an age 
to attend primary school, secondary school or lycee, the male 
children were more likely to have remained at school; while the 
female children of the workers from rural origins were even less 
likely to be at school then their urban counterparts.
In fact, it was found that migrant worker expectation for their 
children was very high compared with their educational position.
THE TENDENCY OF MIGRANT WORKERS TO HAVE THEIR CHILDREN EDUCATED IN 
TURKEY.
Migrant workers’ expectation of their children’s schooling is 
very high. Most of them wish their children to further their academic 
level of schooling after completing their primary school education 
by entering university.
During their period abroad, they realise that it is very difficult 
for migrant workers' children to be selected after primary school 
education for schools which prepare them for a higher education.
As a result most saw a solution in sending their children back to 
Turkey, or if their children were in Turkey, in allowing them to 
stay there while they continued to work abroad.
As it was mentioned in the previous chapter, it was not uncommon 
for the interviewed migrant workers to leave their children at home. 
Furthermore, some workers who had been accompanied by their children
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abroad, often sent them back home alone or accompanied by their 
mothers, in order to continue their education in Turkey. A 
great number of workers also gave the main reason for their 
permanent return home as their children’s educational problems 
which arose abroad (Case: Mehmet).
Mehmet....
"My family and I were happy to work and live in West Germany.
I was working in a factory and was promoted to be a foreman. It 
was a well paid job, and also I got job satisfaction from being 
able to use my skills. My wife also had a job with good conditions.
We made a lot of friends and had a very good house-. We were very 
happy but I had two children, one boy and one girl. My boy could 
not enter the Gymnasium or Realschule, he was taken into a 
Hauptschule which could not prepare my children for a university 
education or for high technical education. My wife and I were keeen 
on sending-our children to the university or at least high technical 
schools, but there was no chance of dreams becoming reality in Germany. 
We returned to Turkey after my son completed his compulsory education 
there. Now we are happy, my two children are at the lycee, doing 
well at school and we hope to send them to university after they 
have completed their education."
Migrant workers seem to send their bright children to schools 
which prepare the student for higher education whereas less bright 
children, it is hoped, will attend vocational training schools. 
According to the interviewed migrant children at schools in Kayseri, 
of these who remained abroad with their fathers for at least 10 months, 
a considerable number lived with both parents abroad, while some of 
their brothers or sisters were left at home, mainly so that they were
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allowed to continue their education at home. (Tables 10.3 and 10.4). 
TABLE 10.3c ‘WHICH COUNTRY THE STUDENTS STAYED IN WHILE ABROAD.
Ages and Schools of Germany Holland Australia Austria Total
Students Interviewed No. }> No. I 55 0 • A 0■ >
I
55 0 •
Primary Schools 
(ages 8 - 14)
22 36.7 5 50 .0 2 100 1 100 30 41.1
Middle School 
(ages 14 - 17)
12 20.0 2 20 .0 - - 14 1 9 .2
Lycee
(ages 16 - 22) 26 43.3 3 30.0 - - 29 39.7
Total 60 100.0 10 100.0 2 100 1 100 73 100.0
TABLE 10.4. FAMILY MEMBERS WITS STUDENTS WHILE ABROAD.
Total Born
Rural
in
. Area
Born in 
Urban Area
Born Abroad
Total Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
All family 
members 65.7 58.7 77.8 53.6 57.1 6 6 .6 90.0, _
Father,Mother 
some brothers 
& sisters 19*2
i i
17.4 2 2 .2 17 .8 42.9 16 .7 10.0 mm 100 .0
Only father, 
student or 
some
brothers 15.1 23.9 28.6 16.7
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0
Some children joined their fathers abroad, while their mother and other 
children stayed at home. Most said that they were hoping to enter 
vocational training courses to acquire skills abroad and so, after 
primary school, they stayed a couple of years at school in Turkey 
waiting to reach the age of 16: (the age limit for compulsory education 
in Europe).
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Most of the children who were with their parents abroad before 
their education started, were sent home or returned home with their 
parents (Table 1Q5). However, some stud-epts who went to join their 
parents abroad for vocational courses or to obtain a job, but were 
unable to do so, were also sent back home. In this category, the 
proportion of migrant children who had not attended an educational 
institution in the host country while abroad was 45$.
TABLE 10.5. COUNTRY IN WHICH STUDENTS ATTENDED SCHOOL AND TYPE OF
SCHOOLING
Germany
No.
Holland 
No. i
Australia 
No. £
Austria Total 
No. i  No. . $
Primary school 
(compulsory education 
7 - 16)
2 9 48.3 5 5 0 .0 2 100.0 — ■ - 36-49.5
Primary school in 
teaching Turkish 3 5 .0 - - - 3. 4.1
Not attended school 28 46.7 5 50 .0 - 1 ; 100.0 34- - 46.6
Total 60 100.0 10 100.0 2 100.0 1 ' 100 .0 73. 100 .0
Note: There were only 7 students who were attending norma! classes,
as well as joining the supplementary class courses.
Most of the students interviewed who had attended education 
abroad, returned home during their years of compulsory education to 
continue their education in Turkey. Only a few of them were found to 
have returned home after completing their compulsory education abroad.
Of the students who attended normal classes at schools 
in the host country, only a quarter said that they also attended 
supplementary classes and only three children said that they 
were taught in Turkish at school in the host country. All of 
these had been in West Germany.
290
Of the children interviewed, a vast majority gave as reasons 
for their return home as the continuation of their studies. According 
to the interview results (Table 10.6), only 35*6% of the total number 
of children returned home with all their family members, whereas 
64.4% said that some of their family members remained abroad while 
they returned home. Of the latter, three quarters said that only 
their fathers remained abroad, while the rest of the family returned 
home, 23.4% said that their families remained abroad and only the 
student was sent home to continue studying where he lived with 
relatives. One student mentioned that he returned home with his 
mother to continue his studies at home while his father and other 
brothers remained abroad.
TABLE 10.6. WHO STAYED ABROAD AS FAMILY MEMBERS WHILE THE STUDENT 
WENT HOME.
m i i  Born in Born in _ .. ,Total , TT Born AbroadRural Area Urban Areas
Who remained ZEotal Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
o  r\y *a q  n  q  e
family 1 ° . >,
Only father 48.0 44.7 53..8 3.7.9 50.0 55.6 57.9 j-
Father ,Moiher 
brothers &
sisters 15.0 19.1 7.7 24.2 16.7 U.l 1 5 . 3  -
Only father 
& some of
brothers 1.4 — 5.9 — 16.7 — — — .
Nobody re­
mained abroad35.6 3 6 .2 34s. 6 37.9 16,6 33.3 3 6 .8 100.0
Total 1Q0..0 100.0 1QJ&.0 10.0,. 0 10CS.0 100.0 1Q0.0 . - 100.0
Comparing male students with female students, a higher proportion 
of the former were sent home to continue their studies, staying
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with their relatives in Turkey while their parents remained abroad.
This demonstrates the special attention given to male children in 
the continuation of their higher education.
In general, among the students interviewed, the attendance 
at school of females born in urban areas was far higher than that 
of the female children of migrant workers who were born in rural 
areas, while the attendance rate of male children born in rural areas 
was higher than that of male children who were born in urban areas.
PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED BY MIGRANT WORKERS’ CHILDREN AT SCHOOL ON 
RETURN HOME
The problems which migrant workers’ children encounter when 
applying to school in Turkey begin with the very first day on their 
return home from abroad. Until 1978, there were no rules about which 
classes and which schools in Turkey could accept migrants1 children 
who attend school abroad. In most cases,the department called ’’Talim 
Terbiye Dairesi’’ at the Ministry of Education, made a decision according 
to the merits of each individual case. Since 1978, it seems the 
Department (Talim Terbiye Dairesi) at the Ministry of Education have 
used the principle that migrant workers’ children could continue school 
and classes from the level which they had reached at host country 
schools. According to interviewed children it is not uncommon for 
migrant children, particularly those who went abroad at a very young 
age and who could not read or write Turkish sufficiently on their 
return home to be accepted into school and classes below their age 
level. This means that they lose one or two years of their education 
by joining classes at a level lower than that which they have already
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reached in the host country schooling system.
In Kayseri, in Turkey, it was found that there were no special
classes for returne'd- migrant workers’ children nor any intensive 
courses in learning Turkish. Moreover, no such classes were being 
planned by the Ministry of Education to prepare children for 
schooling in Turkey. In practice, some schools in Kayseri were 
found to be preparing the migrant children for their classes by 
providing \two.,- three hours of Turkish language courses per week 
run on a voluntary basis by the teachers.
About two-thirds of the total children interviewed, said that 
they had experienced difficulties at reintegration on their return 
home, either at school or more generally. Of these, the majority
had departed abroad from rural areas,_but had returned home and
settled down in the city. Moreover, a greater number were sent home 
to their relatives in order to continue their education in Kayseri 
while their parents were abroad than those who departed abroad from 
the city of Kayseri and then returned home with their parents.
ATTITUDES OF MIGRANT WORKERS’ CHILDREN TOWARDS THEIR EXPERIENCE IN  
THE HOST COUNTRY
According to the interview, about three quarters of the migrants’ 
children who had returned home to live, but who still had family 
members abroad, are not willing to join them, and the children who 
returned home with all their family members do not want to migrate 
abroad again. Reasons such as difficulties for migrants abroad, 
particularly the difficulty of adjusting to host societies which
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are culturally completely different, and the prejudices of the 
indigenous people against migrant populations, were given.
Among a very small proportion of migrants' children who lived 
in areas heavily populated by Turks in the host country, different 
reactions to the question were recorded. Such children had a 
more optimistic view of living in the host country, partly 
because they were able to have more contact with other Turkish 
families and their children, and they preferred living abroad.
Also, migrants' children who joined their parents abroad at early 
ages and stayed for a long period had a greater desire to join 
their parents again or were more willing to migrate abroad with 
their parents, than children who went abroad when they were older 
and stayed for a comparatively short time.
Student Ayhan: aged 13 years.
He went to Australia with his parents when he was two years old. 
His mother and father both found a job and he was sent to kindergarten 
schooling and then went to primary school until his family returned 
home permanently after living eleven years in Australia. He says:
"I want my family to go to Australia again. I do not like 
Turkey. The city is very dirty, full of mud, and people are very 
poor here. Also I do not like eating Turkish food. I do not 
have any friends here, they always fight each other. When I was 
in Australia, I had a lot of friends, we played cricket each summer.
I was very good at that game. Nobody can play cricket here. There 
are no good parks around here to play with the other kids in. I
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wish we had not come hack to Turkey. I miss all my friends in 
Sydney; one day I am going to return to Australia even if my 
family do not. Nobody likes me here."
Another student who went to Germany to join his parents when 
he was 14 years old, said he did- not want to go to Germany anymore;
He said:
"I was very successful at school in Turkey. My family wanted 
me to go and join them. I went to Germany, I was sent to a classroom 
where all the students were younger than me, because I did not know 
the German language. I stayed in the same class for one and a half 
years. Some younger students were promoted to other classes while 
I was staying at the same level. I could not make any friends;
German students did not like me because I was Turkish. They do not 
like Turkish people. When I argued with them they always told me,
"you shut up, dirty Turk", "All you Turks are dirty and stupid."
I escaped from the school, my father forced me to go to school, but 
I did not want to see any of my class mates. Once, the school took 
all the students to another city, we stayed there one night. They 
organised a party; none of the girls in the party danced with me; 
they were not friendly with me at all. L' . Some of my school mates had 
even forgotten my name, they always called me "Turk". At least when 
I stopped going to school my father sent me home. I am happy even 
though I wasted two years, I was taken into the class that I was in 
two years ago before I left for Germany. Now I have a lot of friends, 
nobody looks down on me because we are 'all Turkish."
Migrant workers' children at the school were asked if they would 
advise - any of their relatives or friends to look for work abroad;
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62$ of the students said that they would not advise anybody to work 
abroad especially if they have a family. 14$ said that if they were 
unable to get a job in Turkey they might recommend it; 24$ said 
they would advise others to work abroad temporarily, because it is 
easy to make money and escape poverty.
Migrants' children wrote an essay on the living experiences of 
migrant families abroad; nearly all of them mentioned: how life
there was so hard for their parents, especially if both father and 
mother had a job and were away from home from early in the morning 
to late at night. Their parents tiredness meant that the children 
helped with the housework and younger children at home were looked 
after by older children while the mother and father were at work.
The only time that all the family came together was at weekends, 
which were spent at home or visiting other Turkish families, or 
going to the park together.
CHAPTER 11
CONCLUSION
The Turks were not generally interested in migrating abroad 
until the late 1950s. However, after the Turkish labour migration 
in the early 1960s officially accepted as a "transfer of surplus 
manpower to the international labour market”, Turkish migrants 
numbers rapidly increased and Turkey has become "a major labour 
supplier" to Western Europe. This migration process has not been 
characterised as spontaneous emigration, because it has been 
encouraged by the Turkish Government and also mainly arranged by 
the Turkish state organisations and some organisations in the 
labour importing countries. In other words, as was mentioned in 
the introduction to this study, the sale and purchase of labour 
in the form of migrants moving from the less developed South to a 
highly industrialised Northern Europe is taking place under the 
direction of the purchasing countries involved. "Manpower" is 
being sold like raw material by one country to the other. In 
international .labour trade, Turkey is the seller of manpower, in 
a similar way to other less developed Mediterranean basin countries
One might then say that since Turkey can not utilize her own 
resources for her own benefit, she exports what she has: namely a 
surplus of manpower. In particular, migrants to comparatively 
industrialised city centres within Turkey have aggravated problems
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of unemployment in those areas since the 1950s. An almost identical 
observation is that Turkish external migration has followed the 
trend of internal migration: qualified manpower migrates from 
impoverished regions to more developed and richer ones, and also 
from rural areas to developed urban areas.
. Turkey’s migration policy seems to have been poorly informed 
and slow to adapt to major changes in the migration cycle; the 
principal emphasis has always been on sending large numbers of 
workers abroad, for which she receives in return a flow of 
remittances and relief from the pressure of unemployment. Other­
wise, no attempt has been made to lay down major guidelines and 
objectives with respect to the proper utilisation of Turkish 
migrant manpower abroad and on return home. The Turkish Government 
assumes that it has the power to control the flow of workers through 
planning and programming procedures. However, it seems unable to 
control any part of this manpower trade. In fact, the right to 
select and organise migration has already been achieved on paper 
and put into practice by the countries which import the manpower 
from Turkey. As a result Turkey sends abroad a higher proportion 
of her own qualified manpower, mainly from the industrial sector 
instead of unskilled and unemployed labourers. Such workers are 
much needed for Turkey’s own development. On the other hand, for 
example, the 1967 and 1973 economic crises demonstrated the timing 
of the return of the migrants is determined by the economic 
situation in the host country. Labour importing countries sharply 
reduced the number of Turkish migrants during this period. The 
Turkish administration had no say in the matter. As a result, 
many workers returning home added to the number of unemployed
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in Turkey.
i
Again so far, the Turkish Government has made no effort to 
establish policies relating to efficient ways of utilising the 
savings sent or brought back home by migrant workers, to encourage 
industrial and agricultural development, create job opportunities 
and reduce unemployment.
The regional distribution of migrants before departure has recently 
become increasingly even and the share of migrants from rural areas 
has risen substantially, as has the proportion of unskilled migrants. 
However, despite these changes over the past one and a half decades, 
migrants are still unrepresentative of the Turkish labour force as 
a whole. That is to say, they are still a relatively better 
qualified group, though less so now than formerly. Because the 
workers are selected mainly from the developed areas and cities in 
Turkey, and even where they come from the underdeveloped regions, 
from towns and villages, migrants are the elite group in these- areas.also. 
They are better educated, more skilled, more experienced in modern 
occupations and are less likely to be unemployed than their fellow 
workers in Turkey. In short, they are "the cream of society".
A great majority of Turkish migrant workers intend to stay 
abroad temporarily, like the other Mediterranean basin workers, for 
two to three years, and then they intend to return with their savings 
and to settle into a new life at home. However, the length of stay 
of migrant workers abroad is increasing, presumably because the 
hope of finding a job at home is decreasing or because they are
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increasingly able to successfully adapt to the industrial society 
of the host country. v
Here it might he worth summarising the empirical research data 
and draw conclusions from it.
The Socio-Economic Characteristics of Migrants:
The migrant workers in the sample tended to be young, 
predominantly male with experience of living in a city, skilled or 
semi-skilled in their last occupation and were less likely to be 
unemployed than non-migrants in Kayseri or in Turkey as a whole.
For example,
(1) While migrant workers from rural areas were slightly older 
than workers from urban areas, the average age at the time of their 
departure was 28 years one month.
(2) About three-quarters of the total sample of the migrant 
workers were born in villages, particularly in the Kayseri province 
or the neighbouring provinces. However, more than half of the 
migrant workers (53^ ) were living in urban areas before going abroad. 
This proportion was even higher for female migrants, being just over 
two-thirds of the total number of women in the sample. Even many of 
those migrant workers who left from rural areas had had some 
experience of working and living in a city before departure. This 
experience was usually gained in seasonal construction work in urban 
areas.
(3) It was found that a high proportion of migrant workers were 
married before going abroad. However, they had a smaller number of
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children and dependants than the non-migrant population of Turkey 
as a whole and that of the province of Kayseri. 91.2$ of male 
workers from rural areas were married compared with only 79$ of 
urban workers. The former also had higher numbers of children and 
dependants than the urban sample.
(4) It was also found that migrant workers’ educational 
attainment levels were higher than the general educational level of 
the Turkish population as a whole and the population of Kayseri 
province. Migrant workers from both urban and rural areas had 
relatively high literacy rates. In particular, a vast majority
of migrant male workers from urban areas had completed a formal 
education and a considerable number of these had received vocational 
training through the school system before departure. Information on 
vocational training outside the school system is more sketchy.
Nearly one-third of migrant workers, most of whom came from the 
urban sample, had received some occupational training prior to 
departure.
(5) The extent of open unemployment among migrant workers 
compares most favourably with that of the indigenous population as 
a whole and that of the province of Kayseri. Nevertheless, Turkey 
as a labour exporting country expects migration to relieve unemploy­
ment pressure to an extent and to contribute to the growth of the 
home economy. Only a few migrant workers were unemployed before 
departure. A most interesting feature is that nearly half of the 
total number of workers (48.4$) had worked in skilled or semi­
skilled jobs immediately prior to departure. Of these, a far higher 
proportion came from urban areas.
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(6) Even though the largest proportion of migrant workers 
came from the agricultural sector, nonetheless such workers were 
still under-represented compared with the proportion of the total 
population of Turkey, working in agriculture. Migrant workers from 
the industrial and construction sector, on the other hand, accounted 
for a relatively large proportion. In particular, over half of the 
sample of urban male workers came from manufacturing industry, 
nearly 2 0 fo from construction and 27^ from the service sector.
(7) A vast majority of the interviewed migrants stated that 
financial considerations were most important in their decision to
go abroad. A higher proportion of urban male workers, however, also 
mentioned reasons such as improving vocational skills and continuing 
their education than those from rural areas.
It might be concluded that labour importing countries tend to 
select workers who are young, better educated, skilled or semi­
skilled with industrial experience. One can easily observe that 
migrant workers who worked in the industrial sector, those who had 
occupied a skilled or semi-skilled position, or at least had had 
industrial experience before departure, were almost entirely recruited 
to work abroad officially. In contrast, migrant workers going abroad 
through the unofficial channels such as "tourist” or at the 
invitation of relatives, came largely from the agrarian sector, and 
had no industrial experience. In addition, it might be argued that 
a great number of unemployed Turkish workers were unable to 
participate in the labour migration, because the host countries 
introduced recruitment policies which ensured that the actual volume
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of migration depended on host countries’ demand. That is to say, 
labour importing countries select the most suitable migrant elements 
for their domestic economic growth by using international wage 
differentials between the labour importing countries and the 
exporting countries.
While Abroad
(1) The interview results show that a great number of migrant 
workers (85^ ) emigrated to look, for work only once. It was, 
however, found that emigrating more than once was more common among 
male rural workers than among workers from urban areas. The reason 
for this difference is that most rural workers were unskilled 
labourers and had no experience of industrial employment. Thus 
they found it difficult to adjust to industrial work, to hold down 
their industrial jobs or when they lost their jobs to find new ones 
(particularly during the economic crises). Some workers went abroad 
through "unofficial" channels, but they could not get a job or a 
work permit on their first departure, so tried again on subsequent 
occasions.
(2) Only a few migrant workers, (they were all from urban areas 
with vocational training and experience in industry) intended to 
stay abroad permanently, while a vast majority planned to spend a 
period of two to six years abroad. Nevertheless, the average length 
of stay abroad for the total sample, was 7.7 years. Only 12'jo of the 
total number of workers had planned to work and live for more than 
six years, and about 69$ had planned to stay abroad less than five 
years. It might be suggested that the reason for the longer average
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duration of stay abroad than workers had planned is that they 
tended to underestimate how long it would take them to accumulate 
their target savings. Furthermore, the interview data shows that 
skilled migrant workers (mainly from urban areas) tended to remain 
abroad longer than unskilled migrant workers.
(3) Migrants during their working period abroad, maintain 
close contact with their homeland. A vast majority of migrant 
workers were found to have visited home during their vacations, 
especially those workers who were married, but had left their 
families at home. Nearly all of these spent their vacation
at home with their families each year.
(4) Most migrant workers went directly, to West Germany, but some 
others moved into West Germany by changing their country of 
residence while abroad. It is interesting that a great number
of those who changed their first country of residence were 
unskilled manual workers and came predominantly from rural areas.
The fact that the manpower- importing countries are concerned 
with the migrant workers solely because of their economic function, 
leaves limited room for choice for the workers in matters other 
than working conditions. These workers live from day to day 
regardless of their social and economic backgrounds in a rigid 
environment and are judged by the labour importing countries 
according to their ability to work. Migrant workers are subject 
to the demands of industry in terms of their numbers and their 
quality. Of course, unskilled workers, mainly from the agrarian 
sector, find greater difficulty in orientating themselves to 
industrial work than those skilled workers who have already 
established a footing in some type of trade in Turkey. The latter
304
continue to depend on the skills they have, and are relatively 
immobile. Unskilled labourers who have no skill to rely on, accept
V
any kind of work with generally lower wages and less desirable 
conditions that go with such jobs, and consequently tend to move 
aroundo They are also first to suffer from unemployment if there 
is any kind of reduction in manpower in the industry. Thus, 
unskilled migrant workers try to take advantage of the international 
wage differences between the host countries, and try to obtain more 
desirable jobs. Moreover, when they lose their jobs, they seek 
others by moving from one country to another, and from one sector 
of employment to another. In fact, changing employment was most 
frequent among unskilled labourers.
(5) It was found that 87*2$ of the interviewed migrants were 
concentrated in the manufacturing and construction industries in 
their first jobs in Western Europe. 65^ worked in manufacturing 
and 22$ in construction. However, while abroad, more moved into 
the manufacturing sectors, in particular, leaving occupations 
in the mining and construction sectors. When analysing patterns 
of first employment of migrant workers, it is seen that a 
considerable number of the migrant workers who departed from 
rural areas, were firstly employed in sectors other than industry, 
such as .mining. Some of these shifted into the manufacturing 
sector, pre-dominantly to the heavy industry. While some -workers 
from urban areas who were first employed in the manufacturing 
sector moved into the service sector by the time they were in 
their last occupation. A most striking feature is that pre- 
migratory distribution of migrants’ sectors of employment and the 
distribution abroad differ widely. A much greater number of 
workers were employed in the industrial sector abroad.
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(6) A higher proportion of migrant workers were employed 
in skilled or semi-skilled positions in their last jobs, than 
in their first jobs abroad. However, many more workers had 
held skilled or semi-skilled positions before departure.
(?) Only a small number of workers, most of whom came from 
urban areas, were found to have received vocational training 
abroad. Moreover-, three-quarters of those workers who did 
receive some form of vocational training in the work places, 
received only short-term orientation courses, designed to help 
them adjust to the work place, rather than longer term courses.
(8) The vast majority of migrant workers went abroad, 
without any knowledge of the host country's language. In 
spite of this, only one-fifth of migrant workers had completed 
any form of language instruction courses abroad. Of these a 
higher proportion came from the urban sample. Over 17$ of 
the total sample, having lived an average of 7.7 years abroad, 
said that they were still incapable of understanding their host 
country's language. Most of these, by far, came from a rural 
background.
(9) More than half of the total number of workers found 
difficulty in adjusting to life in the host country. They claimed 
that these difficulties arose mainly because of their lack of 
facility with the language and from cultural differences. In 
this content, it is important to remember that most migrants
came from a rural background.
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(10) Most migrant -workers were found to spend their leisure 
activities abroad with their own countrymen in the Turkish ethnic 
community. It seems that they were reluctant to engage in any 
leisure activities with the indigenous population. It is 
interesting to note that one third of migrant workers, most 
of whom came from rural areas, made no friends among the host 
population. Moreover, it was found that an even higher proportion 
of migrants made no friends with immigrants from other countries.
Not only were migrant workers reluctant to be integrated into 
the life of the host society, but discriminatory policies within 
those societies concentrates immigrants within their ethnic 
community.
('11) A great number of migrant workers maintained close 
contact with their homeland, not only visiting home frequently 
but sending their remittance there as well, for family maintenance, 
support of close relatives and investment in private housing 
concerns or private business.
(12) Interview results indicate that over half of the migrant 
workers returned home, because of family problems which arose while they 
'were abroad. Conversely, very small numbers of workers 
returned home because there was a job in Turkey for them.
On Return
(l) The study indicates that there is a marked correlation 
between actual and desired status of migrants' employment on 
return. A great number of returnees, particularly males, 
became self-employed or sma11-business owners in the developing 
traditional economy while the women workers seemed to prefer being
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housewives to taking paid employment. In fact, more of the 
interviewed workers were wage earners prior to departure than 
on return.
(2) Results of this study show that only a quarter of the 
total number of workers (a higher proportion were from urban 
sample) did the same job on their return as they had done prior 
to departure. However, experience gained in industry abroad 
seems to have been of little subsequent use and only few of 
the returnees were employed in an occupation which they had 
learned for the first time while abroad.
(3) In addition, a comparison of the occupations which 
migrant workers held on their return with 1 those in which they 
had been employed before departure, reveals,as one might expect, 
a decline in traditional crafts, agricultural work and blue- 
collar jobs, particularly at the unskilled level. However,
it also reveals a substantial shift from certain skilled 
industrial occupations. Even some high level skilled workers 
(including some with vocational training) slipped into the 
service sector on return.
(4) It might be concluded that the supposed benefits of 
the education, training and experience of Turkish workers in 
developed industries abroad to not have the expected results.
The fact is that already skilled and educated workers are not 
only being downgraded abroad and used as simple labourers, so 
that they forget their original skills, but also on return 
these skilled workers and other unskilled workers employed in 
industry prior to departure and while abroad, tend to use their
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savings to become self-employed and employers, in traditional
service sectors on return. In this way, industrial experience
\
of skilled and unskilled workers is wasted.
. (5) The research also indicates that the rate of urbanization
is already a problem in Turkey. As the number of returnees 
increases, the problem will gain new dimensions. There is little 
help and guidance, both from the state and from the private 
sector, for returnees to find employment or to invest their 
savings properly. Indeed, the Turkish Government's policy on 
migrant workers is based on the expectation that industrial skills 
gained abroad will aid industrial development in Turkey. Further­
more, it is assumed that migrant worker's savings will be invested 
in industrial or agricultural development projects rather than 
spent on consumer goods or on small service sector ventures. 
However, the study reveals that nearly three-quarters of the 
total number of returnees, the vast majority of whom came from 
the rural sample,invested their savings in business ventures on 
their return to the city of Kayseri. These were entirely 
individual, family or small scale businesses. None of the migrant 
workers were found to have fully supported any industrial or 
agricultural development projects with their savings. In 
addition, it was also very common for migrant workers to spend 
some of their savings on consumer durables, while only a small 
number of returnees bought work related commodities.
As a result of leaving the returned migrant workers to deal 
with these problems unaided, there is a failure for them to be 
reintegrated into Turkish society. As a result, at the time of
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the interview, k 2 f ) of the total migrant workers said that they 
were thinking of going abroad agaip to seek employment.
The Family And The Education Of Children
When Turkish labour migration began, labour importing countries 
in Western Europe and Turkish policy makers expected that it 
would provide a short term solution to the labour shortage in 
industrial countries. Consequently, migrant workers were 
recruited on the basis of their ability to work, and discouraged 
from bringing non-working dependants. However, during the 
subsequent two decades, the immigrant workforce has become one 
of the basic elements in industrial growth in the host countries. 
Thus, migrant workers tended to stay in the host country longer 
than they had first expected, and there was an increased 
propensity for them to have their families join them in the 
host society.
Labour importing countries in Western Europe seemed not to 
have had any decisive policy to meet the socio-economic and 
basic cultural needs of migrant workers and their dependants.
In fact they operate discriminatory policies towards immigrants; 
for example, in respect of residence permits for migrant worker&V 
families, housing, employment of migrants' wives and the education 
of children. As a result, some migrants, particularly those 
from rural areas, even if they managed to bring their wives 
abroad, wereUnable to support them there for very long, since 
the life which immigrants lead abroad made it difficult to maintain 
a whole migrant family together.
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A most important feature is that lack of integration of 
migrants’ families into the host sodiety, had little subsequent 
effect on their way of life on their return home,
However, Turkish migrants’ children’s educational problems 
abroad are most dramatic. These problems, particularly in West 
Germany, are mainly two fold; (a) the placement of migrant 
children in the host country’s education system may not lead to 
their successful integration because of problems such as 
differences in schooling and obvious language difficulties,
(b) Migrant workers’ children’s achievements in schooling is 
often adversely affected by their parents socio-economic 
conditions such as their educational-cultural background or 
conditions in the home which may make studying difficult.
Migrant workers’ expectations of their children’s achievements 
at school are very high. A vast majority of migrants in the sample 
wanted their children to have a higher education. When they 
were unable to satisfy their wishes in the host country, they 
tended to make the decision to return home or to send their 
children home either to their relatives in Turkey or accompanied 
by their mother.
However, the reintegration of migrants’ children into the 
education system at home is not always successful. The extent 
to which reintegration is successful depends on their experience 
in the host country’s school, the age at which they went abroad, 
the duration of the stay and their household structure.
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Moreover, the Turkish Government has no decisive policy 
on reintegrati’on of migrant -workers 'into the home society, 
even for the purposes of work, nor for the reintegration of 
children into the educational system,,
Finally, it might he suggested that the results of this 
research teiid to support the "dependence" theory of labour 
migration within Europe, rather than the hnodernisation and 
development"theory.
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The mosque in the Dutch town of Almelo which was built by 
Turkish workers* It became a symbol of Turkish ethnic identity* 
In Turkey, a mosque cannot be used for campaigning for workers’ 
rights as it has been used by migrant workers (picture above) 
in the Netherlands,
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Turkish women leaving the factory* Their work for the day is 
not finished: they have to rush home to cook for their husbands 
and children*
Having dinner or spending the weekend with close relatives and 
friends makes Turkish migrant workers’ families happy in the 
host society*
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Turkish worker®s children are taught to read the Koran by 
their father,,
A Turkish migrant worker’s family in front of their house 
in Almelo, Netherlands,
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Turkish migrant workers in the sitting room in 
a workers1 hostel "heim"a In this sort of 
accommodation the workers have neither privacy 
nor communal solidarity,,
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The majority of Turkish migrant workers intend 
to stay abroad temporarily, like the other 
Mediterranean basin workers* Then they wish to 
return home with their savings and consumer goods 
and settle into a new life at home*
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The picture (below) depicts well the contrast between the 
kind of accommodation lived in by the migrant workers before 
their departure and that of the returnees,.
These are Dutch-style houses "Hollanda tipi evler" in 
Kayserio They were built by migrant workers who were 
working in Holland. These houses with their steep
rooljs and large windows are not really suited to the 
dry Anatolian climate,,
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2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
THE QUESTIONNAIRE
(interview With Returned Migrant Workers)
The area where the returned migrant worker is interviewed 
First name and surname:
Sex: Male ( ) Female ( )
How old are you? Your date of birth:
Place of birth:
City: Town: Village: Abroad
Where were you living before going abroad? (Name of settlement) 
City: Town: Village:
Would you tell me your marital status?
before
departure
abroad on return
a) Married ( ) ( ) ( )
b) Single (bachelor/spinster) ( ) ( ) ( )
c) Divorcee ( ) ( ) ( )
d) Widow/widower ( ) ( ) ( )
e) Sharing the place with 
opposite sex ( ) ( ) ( )
How many children do you have?
before abroad 
depar tur e ______
( ) ( )
on return
( )
total
( )
When you were abroad, did you have any person who was economically 
dependent on you except your spouse and children? How many persons? 
Who were they?
10. Are you literate? Yes ( ) No ( )
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11. What is your educational position? At Home Abroad
a) Informal education 1 
(out of school, educational 
fundamental)
b) formal education
(through formal education 
system)
12. Have you had any vocational training course? Yes ( ) No ( )
If the answer is "yes", what kind of vocational training course 
and where did you do it? How long did it last? Has it finished?
The type of training 
course
where the training courses were 
organised:
before going 
abroad
abroad .on return
in work out of 
work
in work out of 
work
in work out of 
work
Orientation courses
before employed ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Apprenticeship ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
For semi-skilled work ( ) •( -) ( ) ( )
For skilled work ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Foreman ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Technician ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Language ( ) ( )
Others ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
The period of training:
Before abroad: abroad: on return:
Have you completed your training? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
13- If you received any vocational courses both when you were abroad
or at home, can you see any connection between these courses? How?
14. If you have not had any vocational training abroad, did you really 
want to have? Why?
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15. Had you ever emigrated to other places from your place of 
origin before going abroad? Where? Why?
I
16. What was your father’s occupation? Where didhe work or where is 
he working?
17. What was your occupation before going abroad? Where?
agriculture industry service construction
a) Unemployment ( ) ( )
b) Employed - wage or
salary earner ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
C) Work in the family firm 
as dependent ( ) ( )
d) Work in other person’s
land ( ) ( ) ( )
e) Work in your own 
business as self- 
employed ( ) * ( ) ( )
f) Craftsman in your work( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
g) Employer in your
business ( ) ( )
h) Others ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
18. How many persons were employed in your work place in which you were 
employed before going abroad? What was your position at work?
Private sector National sector
a) Unskilled manual worker
b) Semi-skilled manual worker ( ) ( )
c) Skilled manual worker ( )
d) Apprnetice manual worker ( ) ( )
e) Foreman
f) Technician (mechanic) ( ) ( )
g) White collar job ( )
h) Others ( ) ( )
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19. Why did you seek occupation abroad? What was your main aim in 
emigration? Can you tell me this in order of importance?
a) ( ) Insufficient income
b) ( ) You wanted to have a better occupation on your return
c) ( ) You wanted to improve your skill in your job
d) ( ) You were unemployed
e) ( ) One of your family members had a job abroad, who
organised a job for you abroad.
f) ( ) You were told that life abroad is more attractive and
comfortable, you wanted to see. and live there.
g) ( ) You wanted to continue your studying abroad
h) ( ) You wanted to live away from your home environment.
i) ( ) Other.
20. Where did you get the information about life abroad?
a) ( ) Some of your friends and countryment who worked and
lived abroad, on their return home, told you about 
life abroad.
b) ( ) You received information from your relatives and friends’
letters.
c) ( ) From newspapers, radio and T.V. (publicity)
d) ( ) From the formal organisation’s publicity.
e) ( ) Other:
KNOWLEDGE OF LIFE ABROAD
21. How many times have you emigrated abroad?
Once: ( ) Twice: ( ) Thrice: ( ) Four: ( )
If you have been abroad more than once, can you tell me any 
special reason for this?
22. Which means did you use to go abroad for seeking employment?
a) The Turkish Employment 
Office recruitment
Once twice thrice four
( ) ' ( ) ( ) ( )
b) As a tourish ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
c) As a student ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
d) As a dependent ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
e) At your relative’s, country­
men’s, friends’ invitation ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
f) Others ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
23. In total, how long have you been abroad and in which years?
24. When you were living abroad, how many times did you come to 
Turkey in your vacation? Did you choose any particular time 
to have a holiday in Turkey? What? Why?
a) ( ) Religious celebration days
b) ( ) New Year
c) ( ) Summer months
d) ( ) Winter months
e) ( ) Firm’s general vacational holiday time
f) ( ) Others
25. On your first departure abroad, which country did you go to?
Germany: ( ) Austria: ( ) Holland: ( ) Belgium: ( )
France: ( ) Switzerland: ( ) Australia: ( ) Others: ( )
26. When you were abroad, did you emigrate to another labour receiving
country from your first host country to seek work? Yes ( ) No ( )
If the answe'r is "yes", can you tell me the country’s name
and why did you change?
27. In your short vacational holiday, have you ever visited .other
European countries? Yes ( ) No. ( ) Why?
28. What sort of occupation did you have abroad?
First year: second year: third year: fourth year.:
Fifth year: Sixth year: Seventh year And so on:
If you changed your occupation, what was the reason.
y ^
29. How many people were employed at yonr place of work abroad? 
What was your position at work? Which sector?
a) ( ) Unskilled manual worker
*) ( ) Semi-skilled manual worker
c)  ( ) Skilled manual worker
a )  ( ) Foreman
a) (. ) Technician
f) ( ) Driver
e )  ( ) White collar
H) ( ) Others
30. Did you have any difficulty in adapting yourself to a new style 
of life abroad? Yes: ( ) No: ( ) Why?
31. Did you have any difficulty in adapting yourself to your new 
occupation abroad? Yes: ( ) No: ( ) Why?
32. When you were working abroad, did you send your remittances home?
Yes: ( ) No: ( ) Why: ( )
If the answer is "yes", who received your remittances?
a) ( ) Your family (spouse, children)
*) ( ) Your relatives (father, mother, brother)
c) ( ) Your friends
a)  ( ) You sent your remittances directly for investment
e) ( ) Others
33. How many Turkish Liras did you send home as a remittance in 
a year?
I year II years III years IV years
V years VI years VII years and so on
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34. How many Turkish liras could be enough to spend for your needs 
abroad in a year? Such as residence, food, goods, etc.
I year II years III years TV years
V years VI years VII years and so on
35. How much Turkish lira did you save abroad in a year?
I year II years III years IV years
V years VI years VII years and so on
36. How many Turkish lira were you earning abroad in a year?
I year II years III years IV years
V years VI years VII years and so on
37. Hid you go abroad with your family? Yes: ( ) No: (
38. Did you take your family to the receiving country? Yes: (
38 (a) If the answer is "yes", who was with you abroad?
a) ( ) Only your spouse
b) ( ) Your spouse and some of your children
c) ( ) Only some of your children
d) ( ) All your family members
e) ( ) Others
38 (b) Did your dependents stay with you until you returned home? 
Yes: ( ) No: ( )
If you sent some of them back home, what was the reason
39. If the answer is "no", why didn't you take your family abroad, 
can you tell me the reasons in order of importance?
a) ( ) You wanted to take them abroad, but you couldn't manage
to do so because of rules of the host country.
)
) No: ( )
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*)
c)
d)
e)
f)
40. If you didn't take your family abroad,where did they live in 
Turkey.
a) ( ) They lived in the place from where you departed abroad.
b) ( ) Your family moved to your relatives' village, tcwn or
city.
c) ( ) They lived where you bought a house for them.
d) ( ) They lived in some other places because of your children's
educational position
e) ( ) Others
41. Did you send your remittances home after taking your family 
abroad? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
Who received:  Why?
42. Did your wife work abroad with you? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
What kind of occupation did she have?
I year II Year III Year IV Year and so on
Did she work continuously abroad? If not, why not.
43* If your wife did not work abroad, what was the main reason?
a) ( ) the lack of employment (the job scarcity abroad)
b) ( ) family reason ( children too young)
c) ( ) the rule of host country didn't let her have an occupation
d) ( ) You didn't let her have an occupation because culturally
you are opposed to women having an occupation.
e) ( ) Others
Your children's educational position at home.
Your children were too small to take abroad.
You didn't find a house according to your income. 
Your family was looking after your property at home. 
Others.
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44. Where were you accommodated and how many years did you live there?
a) ( ) Lodging house belonging to employer (Heim, Hostel, pension)
b) ( ) Private lodging house
c) ( ) Flat belonging to employer or council
• d) ( ) Flat belonging to private sector
e) ( ) Others
45. If you changed your accommodation abroad, for what reason?
a) ( ) taken your family abroad
b) ( ) found more economical accommodation
c) ( ) jioved to better accommodation
d) ( ) moved to other place where your countrymen were accommodated
e) ( ) moved to place nearer to your work
f) ( ) others
46. Who shared the residence with you abroad?
Your
family
Your
relatives
Turkish
migrant
Migrants fr 
different 
country
om Native 
people
Alone
I Year -
II Year
III Year
IV Year
V Year
VI Year
VII Year
And so on
47* Have you had any friendships with native people? Yes: ( ) No; ( )
If "no", can you tell me why you haven't had any friendships,
in order of importance.
a) ( ) Language barrier
b) ( ) Cultural and religious difference
c) ( ) Indigenous population didn't like you because they do not
like foreign workers
d) ( ) Or, they were prejudiced against Turks
e) ( ) You didn't like making friends from different nations
f) ( ) Others
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48. Did you make any friends from different nations1 migrant workers?
Yes: ( ) No: ( ) If "yes", which country did they come from?
If "No", for what reason.
49. How did you usually spend your leisure time abroad?
a) ( ) Meeting Turkish migrant workers at lodging house, or
walking around the town, city.
b) ( ) Go to meet Turkish migrants in the Turkish cafes.
c) ( ) Go to cafe, music hall, or disco where usually
indigenous people go.
d) ( ) Resting with your family
e) (- ) Listening to the radio, watching T.V. or reading newspapers
etc.
f) ( ) Go to cinema
g) ( ) Visiting your relatives
h) ( ) Being alone
i) ( ) Others
If you were in Turkish cafes very often, for what reason?
50. When you were abroad, did you join any investment venture with your
savings? Yes: ( ) No: ( ) If you joined, what kind of
enterprises? Why?
Knowledge of Returned Migrant
51. Why did you return home? Can you tell me the reason for
returning home, in order of importance.
a) ( ) You have reached your aims which you intended to gain
before going abroad.
b) ( ) Family reason
c) ( ) Found better employment at home, or saved enough to
set up your business
d) ( ) Couldn't adapt to host society
e) ( ) Became too old for working abroad
f) ( ) Became unemployed abroad
g) ( ) Working abroad made you feel tired
h) ( ) Others
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52. How much time did you spend in making the decision to return 
home? t
53. Hid you return to the same place from where you departed abroad? 
Yes: ( ) No: ( )
If you returned to a different place from where you had departed 
can you tell me for what reason?
a) ( ) Because your family live there
b) ( ) Your children’s educational situation
c) ( ) Your new employment situation
d) ( ) Bought a house
e) ( ) Failed to re-adapt to the place where you used to live
before you departed
f) ( ) Others
54. .Did you achieve your main aims while you were abroad?
Yes: ( ) No: ( ) If "no”, why do you think so?
55- Have you saved,enough abroad? What you expected? Yes:.\( )
No: ( ) If "no!'.why? . ....
56. On your return, where did you spend your savings? Why? Can 
you tell me this in order of importance?
a) ( ) Business
b) ( ) Housing
c) ( ) Goods
a) ( ) Lend or spend Jon your relatives
e) ( ) Others
What sort of things did you bring home wi
a) ( ) Agricultural machinery
b) ( ) Manufacturing machinery
a) ( ) Specialised tools
a) ( ) Transport vehicle
e) ( ) Goods
f) ( ) Money, cash
g) ( ) Others
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58. Have you set up or joined any business with your savings on 
return?
Why? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
a) ( ) Your own business a) ( ) Not enough saving to do so
b) ( ) A family enterprise b) ( ) Don’t trust business
c) ( ) Joined private sector c) ( ) Lack of knowledge
d) ( ) Joined co-operative d) ( ) Social pressure from your
e) ( ) Bought from private firm
milieu
or the state foundation e) ( ) Not enough ability to cope
f) ( ) Others
with it
f) ( ) Others
59. What sort of occupation did you want to he involved in on return?
a) ( ) Employer
b) ( ) Employee
c) ( ) White collar worker
d) ( ) Craftsman
e) ( ) Self-employed (open a shop, taxi driver or truck driver
in your car)
f) ( ) Developing your farm.
) Others
60. Wha-
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
is your occupational position now? 
) Unemployed 
) Employer
) Employee as a wage earner 
) Self-employed 
) Craftsman 
) Farmer
) Helping on the family farm 
) Others
61. How long did you wait for work after having returned home?
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62. How did you find a job on returning home?
a) ( ) Turkish .Employment Qffice aid
b) ( ) Firm or co-operative in which you invested your savings
earned abroad.
c) ( ) Yourself
d) ( ) Your relatives and friends helped you
e) ( ) From publicity advertisements
f) ( ) Others
63. What is your occupation and position at work?
Agriculture Industry Service Construction
Self-employed
Private sector
National sector
a) Unskilled manual
b) Semi-skilled manual
c) Skilled manual # ^
d) Apprentice
• e) Foreman
f) Technician
g) White collar
h) Self-employed
i) Craftsman
j) Employer
k) Others
64. Has going abroad for work given you any opportunity for promotion 
in your occupation?
Yes: ( ) No: ( ) Why? How?
6 5. Do you know any language? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
Writing Reading Speaking
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Where did you learn these languages?
a ) In Turkey: a)  ( ) at s^chool
b) ( ) special language courses
b) Abroad: a) ( ) at a private course
b) ( ) at your firm’s language course
0) ( ) at ethnic associations courses
d) ( ) yourself
If you know a language, was it helpful in finding a job?
Yes: ( ) No: ( )
68. Do you use any language acquired abroad at your work?
Yes: ( ) No: ( )
6 9. Do you use your new experience acquired abroad at your work?
Yes: ( ) No: ( )
70. Are you thinking of going abroad for seeking a job again?
Yes: ( ) No: ( ) Why?
71. Have you made any inquiries or attempts to return abroad?
Yes: ( ) No: ( ) Why?
72. Have you been receiving any pension from abroad? What kind?
Is it enough to live on? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
73. Have you spent some of your savings on housing? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
a) ( ) Bought a new house
b) ( ) Bought land for building a house
c) ( ) Mended or re-decorated your old house
d) ( ) Others
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74. Did you have a house before going abroad? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
75. Where did you buy a house with your savings? (if it is not in 
your place of origin). Why did you want to have a house away 
from your place of origin?
76. How do you usually spend your leisure time now?
77. What do you think about your relation with your relatives when 
you compare the situation before going abroad and on your 
return? Do you often contact your relatives?
78. Is there any change in your social status on your return as 
compared with before departure.
79. W h e n  y OU were abroad, who did help your family? and which way. 
Did-you do anything for them?
80. Have any of your children or close relatives married with non-moslem 
foreigners? What would be your views if your children married 
non-moslem foreigners?
81. Have you got any problems since you returned , abroad. If you 
have some, what is the source of the problems? What sort of 
solution do you offer for them?
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82. Have you become accustomed to any kind of things while abroad 
which you cannot find in this country?
83. What is your children’s educational position? Can you tell me 
about what sort of education you want your children to have?
Do you want to send them abroad for an education or to work?
THE QUESTIONNAIRE
(interview with Manager)
Did yon find any difficulty in employing persons into 
occupations which were left behind by migrant workers?
Do you really prefer to give employment to returned migrant 
workers? Why?
Do you have any workers who worked for you before going abroad, 
and who are now working for you after returning from abroad? 
Have you found any significant changes in their work 
relationship on their return? Can you describe these?
What is the returned migrant workers' approach to the vocational 
education?
What work experience have they acquired abroad? Do they use 
this experience in their new job on their return home?
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
(interview with migrant workers’ children at schools)
1. The. name of the school in which the student is interviewed 
is........
2. First name and surname:___________________________________
3. Sex: Male ( ) Female ( )
4. Date and place of birthj__________________________________
5. Your home addressj___________  .____________ _____________
6. Your father!s occupation and address:
7. What is your father’s educational position?
What is your mother’s educational position?_____ ___________
8. What was your father’s occupation:
a) Before he went abroad;
b) Abroad*______________________________________________
c) On his returnj________________________________________
9. Before going abroad, where did your family live in Turkey?
(name of settlement)
City:______________  Town:__________   Village:______
10. If your family did not live in Kayseri, why did your family 
settle down in Kayseri on return?
11. In which country did you live abroad? How long have you been 
there? In which years?
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12. Abroad, who was with you from your family? Why?
a) ( ) Your whole family with you
b) ( ) You, only some of your brothers and sisters, mother
and father
c) ( ) You, some of your brothers and sisters, father?
d) ( ) Others
13. Why did you return home? Can you tell me this, in order of 
importance.
a ) _____________ :_____________ '____________________________________ _
*>)     ,__________
c)  _______ _____________
a)   _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
14. Who returned with you from your family?
15. Has anyone stayed abroad from your family when you returned home?
Who are they? Why?
16. Did you attend any school when you were abroad? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
a) School name and its level?
b) Which classes did you attend?
c) Were.there any Turkish students in your school? How many?
17. Were you successful at your school when you were abroad?
What is the reason?
18. Did you complete your school abroad, if not, why?
19. Generally speaking, who were your playmates at school abroad?
a) You only played with native school friends
b) You only played with Turkish friends
c) You played with Turkish, native and the other friends who 
belong to different nations
d) Others
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20. What were the most interesting events which deeply affected 
you abroad?
21. When you were abroad, what sort of things did you really mis?
22. What were you doing in your leisure time or part of your study
abroad?
23. Was your mother working abroad? Yes: ( ) No: ( )
Were you helping your mother and father at home? How? When?
24. When you were abroad, have you made any friends among indigenous
children? If you had indigenous schoolfriends, did you continue
your relations with them out of school time? What was your 
family's feeling towards you choosing such friends? Was
there any objection?
25. Did you have any difficulty in adapting yourself to home 
society on your return? If any, what sort of thing? Why?
26. On your return, did you receive any objection on your attitudes 
and behaviour from your friends, relatives and neighbours?
If any, what were they?
27. On your return, did you experience any strange or unacceptable 
attitudes or behaviour from your friends, relatives and 
neighbours? If any, what sort of things deeply affected you?
28. On your return, did you have any difficulty in adapting yourself 
to home, school (such as teaching techniques, teacher, school­
friends, etc.).
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2 9. At the moment, how do yon spend yonr leisure time?
\
30. If your family permanently returned home, would you feel like 
asking them to go abroad for work and living again?
31. If anyone from your family has been abroad since you returned 
home, do you want to join him, her, them abroad or do you 
want him to come home? Why?
32. When you become adult, do you want to go abroad to work and 
live? Why?
33. Are you satisfied with your time abroad? What have you gained 
and lost by being abroad?
3 k . Do you recommend any of your nearest relatives or friends to
go abroad to work and live? Why?
3kQ
The children of migrant workers at the schools (middle and lycee
*
level) were given, on separate days, two composition topics: they
were asked to write their own thoughts on the following topics.
WOULD YOU PLEASE WRITE YOUR OPINIONS IN COMPOSITION FORM
You have joined the migration movement as a migrant worker 
dependant, so you have got experience about the problems of 
migrant worker families abroad and on return. Will you please 
write for me the problems of migrant worker families on return.
(You can give any details on fathers, mothers, children’s problems).
WOULD YOU PLEASE WRITE YOUR OPINIONS IN COMPOSITION FORM
You have been abroad as a migrant worker's dependant so you
i
have experience of living abroad. You might be able to have some 
ideas on this. Will you please write for me your real feelings and 
thoughts, about going abroad as a migrant worker and their dependants. 
(Why people go abroad for work and living. Why migrant workers* 
dependants need to be taken abroad. What sort of life have they 
got abroad and on return. What do they gain and lose by going 
abroad, etc.).
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TABLE A.l MIGRANT WORKERS WHO WENT TO WESTERN EUROPE FROM THE 
PROVINCE OF KAYSERI, THROUGH THE CHANNEL OF THE LOCAL EMPLOYMENT 
OFFICE.
Years Ma le 
No.
Female 
No.
Total
No.
1967 1,757 95 1,852
1968 886 66 952
1969 1,107 90 1,197
1970 2,198 188 2,386
1971 1,176 157 1,333
1972 811 92 903
1973 . 88 - 88
1974 76 - 76
1975 .98 36 134
1976 170 10 180
1977 305 30 335
1978 232 10 242
1979 434 48 482
Total 9,338 822 10,160
Source: > The Local Employment Service in Kayseri.
Note: The birthplace of migrants and their exact settlement in
the province was not available.
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TABLE A.3. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS BY 
RURAL-URBAN RESIDENCE
• Abadem
Survey
(1963)
Tuna
Survey
(1967)
Aker
Survey
(1970/2)
T.E.S. Surveys 
(only departure of residence)
1967 1968 1969 1971 1973
B BD B BD B BD
Urban Areas 81.8 76 92 27.6 47 56 44 42 57 56
Rural Areas 18.2 24 8 72.4 53 44 56 58 43 44
Total —  100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Note: B = Birthplace
BD = Before departure of residence.
TURKEY (POPULATION OF RESIDENCE )
I960
1°
1965
%
1970
fo
1975
fo
Urban 3 3 3 3 39 41
Rural 67 65 61 59
Total 100 100 100 100
Source: State Statistic Institute, The Annual Census of Population Reports
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TABLE A -5- URBANIZATION RATE ACCORDING TO REGIONS OF TURKEY
Region Urbanization rate
1o
Marmara "Thrace" 51.9
Guney Anadolu "South Anatolia" 44.6
Ege "Eapen" 37.1
Orta Anadolu "Central Anatolia" 39.6
Gunneydogu "South East" 31.6
Dogu "East" 23 .6
Easandeniz "Black Sea" 20.7
Turkey’s urbanization rate 37.3
Source: Rusen Keles, Bolgesel gelisme ve Yurt disina goc
Turk maatbacilik sanayii, Ankara; 1976. p.155.
TABLE A.6 . THE ANNUAL GROWTH OF RURAL AND URBAN POPULATIONS 
IN TURKEY, 1940 - 1975-
Years Total Rural Towns & Cities 
10,000 +
Big Cities 
100,000 +
1940 - 1950 1 .8 1 .6 2 .2 5.2
1950 - I960 3.2 2 .1 8.3 9.0
i960 - 1970 2.9 1 .2 7.7 11.1
1970 - 1975 2.4 1 .0 5.2 7.2
Source: Data obtained from Rusen Keles, Bolgesel Geligme ve yurt
digina goc (Regional Development and Migration Movement 
Abroad), Turk Matbaacilik Sanayii, Ankara: 1976.
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TABLE A.7. POPULATION OF THE CITY OF KAYSERI AND PROVINCE OF 
KAYSERI BY CENSUS YEARS AND ANNUAL INTERCENSAL 
RATE OF INCREASE
Year Population of 
city of Kayseri
Total Population 
of Province of 
Kayseri
Annual Intercensal 
rate of increase 
in the province
1°
Annual Intercensal 
rate of increase 
in the city
1°
1940 52,467' 342,969 15.22 20.5
1945 57,869 370,089 17.78 26.35
1950 65,488 ' ' 403,861 8.40 51.66
1955 82,405 422,010 25.99 49.00
I960 102,596 480,387 20.66 46.89
1965 126,653 536,206 21.89 54.21
1970 160,985 598,693 24.53 57.21
1975 207,037 676,809
Sources: (l) D.I.E. (State Institute of Statistics) Statistical Year
Book of Turkey, D.I.E. Yayini, Ankara; 1979
(2) D.I.E. Census of Population of Kayseri in 1975,
the Census of Population Reportt D.I.E. Ankara- 1980.
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TABLE A. 11. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION OF KAYSERI 
PROVINCE BY SECTOR OF EMPLOYMENT AND BY EMPLOYMENT 
STATUS AND SEX ACCORDING TO 1970 GENERAL CENSUS.
Total employed
Totalf
100.0
Ma lef 
62 .6
Femalef 
37.4
100.Of 100. Of. 100. Of
Agriculture 59.5 48.5 78.0
Industry 15.4 14.6 16.6
Construction 5.3 8.2 0.3
Service 16.4 24.4 3.1
Unknown 3.4 4.3 2.0
Wage earner A 4.7 5.0 4.1
I 9.6 11.1 7.1
C 8.0 0.3
S 11.0 15.9 2.7
Unknown 2.9 3.8 1.5
Total wage earner 33.3 43.8 15.7
Employer A 0.1 0.1 0.1
I 0.2 0.2 0.1
C 0 0 0
S 0.2 0.4 0
Unknown 0.1 0.1 0
Total employer 0.6 0.8 0.2
Self-employed A 18.5 27.3 3.6
I 3.9 2.8 5.8
c 0.1 0.2 0
S 4.9 7.7 0.3
Unknown 0.3 0.4 0.1
. Total self-employed 27.7 38.4 9.8
Unpaid family worker A 36.3 16.1 70.2
I 1.7 0.5 3.6
C 0 0 0
S 0.2 0.3 0
Unknown 0.2 0.1 0.4
Total unpaid family worker 38.4 17.0 74.3
Notes: A = Agriculture: I = Industry: S = Service: C = Construction
TABLE A. 12. POPULATION BY ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND SEX IN TURKEY
CENSUS YEAR 1970
Number $
Total Male Female Total Male Female
Grand total 15,118,887 9,306,342 5,812,545 100.0 61.5 38.5
Agriculture 10,230,496 5,030,578 5,199,9.18 67.7 54.1 89.5
Industry 1,413,200 1,118,447 294,753 9.3 12.0 5.1
Construction 431,074 422,291 8,783 2.9 4.5 0 .1
Service 2,735,178 2,480,388 254,790 18.1 26.7 4.4
Activities not 
adequately 
defined 308,939 254,638 54,301 2.0 2.7 0.9
Source: D.T.EC 1979 Statistical year book of Turkey 100.0 100.0 100.0
DcI;eEi publ* Ankara 1979;.
TABLE A. 13. POPULATION BY ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND SEX IN TURKEY
CENSUS YEAR 1975 (1% sample result)
Total
Number
Male Female
%
Total Male Fema le
Grand total 16,3^9,380 10,436,461 5,912,919 100.0 . 6 3 .8 36.2
Agriculture 10 ,^ 82,966 5,226,482 5,256,48k 64.1 50.1 88.9
Industry 1,368,474 1,159,363 209,111 8.k 11.1 3.5
Construction 447,324 441,324 6,000 2.7 4.2 0 .1
Service 3,373,180 3,012,360 360,820 20.6 28.9 6.1
Activities not 
adequately 
defined 677,436 596,952 80,504 4.2 5.7 1.4
100.0 100.0 100.0
Source; Turkish State Statistic institute
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TABLE A. 14. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE ACTIVE POPULATION OF TURKEY 
ACCORDING TO 1970 AND 1975 CENSUS BY OCCUPATION GROUPS AND 
SEX.
Occupation Groups 1970 1975(1)
Tota Vfo Ma 1 efo Female^ Total$> Mai efo Female^
Scientific, professional 
technical & related -worker 3.7 4.5 2.4 4.7 5.3 3.5
Administrative, executive 
& managerial workers 0.6 0.8 0.1 0.5 0.7 0
Clerical workers 2.3 2.9 1.3 3.1 3.7 2.0
Sales workers 3.0 4.8 0.3 3.2 4.8 0.3
Service workers 3.7 5.5 0.8 3.4 5.0 0.7
Agricultural, animal hus­
bandry & forestry workers 66.8 -‘53.2 88.6 64.1 50 .0 89.0
Craftsmen, labourers in non 
agricultural areas & others 19.9 28.3 6.5 21.0 30.5 4.5
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Vfo sample results. Source: Turkish State Statistic 
Ins fcitute.
TABLE A. 15. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ACTIVE POPULATION OF KAYSERI
PROVINCE ACCORDING TO 1970 CENSUS BY OCCUPATION GROUPS AND
SEX
Occupation Groups Number $ it
Total Male Female Total Ma le Female
Ground total 204,815 128,119 76,624 100.0 62.5 37.4
Scientific, professional 
technical & related wrks 9,818 7,323 2,495 4.8 5.7 3.3
Administrative, executive 
& managerial workers 1,141 1,063 78 0.5 0.8 0.1
Clerical workers 4,245 3,836 409 2.0 3.0 0.5
Sales workers 7,209 7,048 161 3.5 5.5 0.2
Service workers 6,697 6,117 580 3.3 4.8 0.8
Agricultural, animal hus­
bandry & forestry * ' • 
workers 119,042 60,252 58,790 58.1 47.0 76.7
Craftsmen, labourers in non 
agricultural areas 32,179 19,803 12,376 15.7 15.5 16 .1
Others 24,484 22,729 1,735 12.0 17.7 2.3
Source: State Institute of Statistics, Turkey 100.0 100.0 100.0
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TABLE A.18.
VOCATIONAL TRAINING LEVELS OF TURKISH MIGRANT WORKERS IN TURKEY 
BEFORE DEPARTURE AND ABROAD.
Worker with some vocationa 
tra ining
Total Urban Rural
1 No. 1o No. 1° No $
In Turkey: 41 31.1 30 42.3 11 18.0
Abroad: • 18 13-6 12 16.9 6 9.8
In Turkey
1. In workplace
Before employment 5 12.2 2 6.7 3 27.3
Apprentice 12 29-3 8 2 6 .7 4 36.3
Qualified workman 11 26 .9 9 30.0 2 18.2
Master workman 5 12.2 5 16.7
Chief Master 1 2.4 1 3.3
2. Outside workplace
Before employment 5 12.2 3 10.0 2 18.2
Apprentice 1 2.4 1 3.3
Qualified workman 1 2.4 1 3.3
Master workman
Chief master
Total 41 100.0 30 100.0 11 100.0
Abroad
1. In workplace
Before employment 8 44.3 3 25.0 5 83.3
Apprentice 1 5.3 1 16.7
Qualified vrorkman 3 16.7 3 25.0
Outside workplace
Before employment
Apprnetice 1. 5.5 1. 8.3
Qualified workman 3 16.7 3 25.0
Master workman 2 11.1 2 16.7
Tota 1 18 100.0 12 100.0 6 100.0
Note: Six migrant workers who had vocational training course both in 
Turkey and abroad (4 from urban areas, 2 from rural areas)
JJV .
TABLE A. 19. PERCENTAGE OF RETURNED MIGRANT WORKERS WHO REPORTED BRINGING
CERTAIN GOODS PURCHASED WITH THEIR SAYINGS BACK TO TURKEY.
Total Urban Rura 1
•
Tota 1
fo
Male
fo
Female
d7°
Male
<0
Female
fo
Male
fo
Female
f>
Clothes 56.0 55.0 6 9 .0 68.0 85.0 40.0 25.0
Radio 79.8 82.0 62 .0 74.0 5 6 .0 91 .0 75.0
Television 33.1 28.0 54.0 35.0 56 .0 26 .0 50.0
Tape recorder ) 
Record player \
6 5 .0 6 3 .0 85.0 55.0 85.0 72.0 75.0
Camera - watch 59.0 6 2 .0 46.0 6 5 .0 44.0 6 1 .0 50 .0
Cooker - fridge 44.0 40.0 77.0 47.0 85.0 33.0 50.0
Sewing machine 22.0 15.0 85.0 11.0 85.0 19.0 75.0
Kitchen equipment, 
Furniture and some 
other household 
goods 48.0 43.0 100.0 47.0 100.0 39.0 100.0
Car 9.0 10.0 - 15.0 5.0 -
Mini-bus 4.0 4.0 - 5.0 - 4.0 -
Lorry 2.0 3.0 - 2.0 - 4.0 -
Career, tools 17.0 19.0 - 28.0 - 12.0 -
Industrial machines 9.0 10.0 - 15.0 - 5.0 -
Agricultural machine 7.0 8.0 - - - 16 .0 -
Tractor 3.0 3.0 - - - 7.0 -
Presents 80.0 81.0 77.0 73.0 78.0 89.0 75.0
Other consumer 57.0 54.0 9 2 .0 58.0 100.0 49.0 75.0
Note: Percentages are of workers who choose to mentioned that they 
had brought the goods in question. They therefore do not add 
up to 100%.
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